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Abstract
Despite the perspectives of music educators in classroom evaluation processes, the perspectives
of Texas administrators using the newest teacher evaluation process, the Texas Teacher
Evaluation and Support System (T-TESS), have yet to be examined. The administrators’
perspectives matter because the complexity of the T-TESS process coupled with the uncertainty
of music educational knowledge may lead to inconsistency in evaluation. This qualitative study
aims to examine the perspectives of Texas administrators concerning their preparation in music
teacher evaluation. Current research fails to identify the perspectives of Texas administrators in
the evaluation of music educators in classroom instruction. Views on evaluation training,
pedagogical knowledge, and teacher-administrator relationships have emerged as themes for this
study. To illustrate the perspectives of Texas administrators, semi-structured interviews of
administrators were conducted. Once completed and returned, the data was compiled and
disaggregated into the common themes previously mentioned and others as applicable. This
work was essential due to T-TESS evaluation processes being relatively new to Texas education
and the discussion of administrators’ perspectives in the music classroom as an area need. Music
educators deserve fair and accurate feedback and support—the same as any non-music educator.
Understanding what administrators know about music education and what they feel best prepares
them for the evaluation process can encourage further research by other arts education
disciplines. Results verified that participants were confident in their evaluation of general
instructional practices with some reservations regarding content knowledge and other music
related procedures.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
In the state of Texas, there have been instrumental changes to the teacher evaluation
process. With an increase in high-stakes testing, a new form of evaluation based on student
performance is now introduced and linked to Texas teacher effectiveness—the Texas Teacher
Evaluation and Support System (T-TESS). Overall, teacher evaluation systems seldom benefit
music teachers.1 This drawback may be due, in part, to relating teacher effectiveness and student
standardized test scores. These evaluation systems often create a single teacher improvement
model and apply it across all grade levels and subject areas.2 As is often the case, many
administrators are uncomfortable evaluating a lesson’s unfamiliar academic content—especially
if the content is outside their area of specialization.3 While adequate for areas related to highstakes testing, this method leaves much to the administrator’s interpretation. Such issues lead to
the primary research question of this study: In what ways are Texas administrators trained to
evaluate music educators in the classroom? Understanding the methods that Texas administrators
utilize, either formal or informal, to prepare for music teacher evaluation will provide a
foundation for further sub-questions and lead to the secondary research question: What are the
perspectives of Texas administrators concerning their preparedness in the appraisal of music
educators in the classroom using the T-TESS model? This issue can lead administrators to rely
solely on classroom management, student engagement, or other contextual knowledge to conduct

1. Karen Salvador and Janice Krum, “Music Teacher Evaluation, Teacher Effectiveness, and Marginalized
Populations: A Tale of Cognitive Dissonance and Perverse Incentives,” in The Oxford Handbook of Philosophical
and Qualitative Assessment in Music Education, ed. David J. Elliot, Marissa Silverman, and Gary McPherson (New
York: Oxford University Press, 2019), 153.
2. Salvador and Krum, “Evaluation,” 141.
3. Frank Kemerer and John A. Crain, Texas Documentation Handbook: Appraisal, Nonrenewal,
Termination, (Austin, TX: ED311, 2016), 4-8.
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the evaluation.4 The downfall of resorting to this evaluation method is that an administrator’s
context of the content may be underdeveloped or missing vital elements. Administrative duties
require situations that can be difficult at times. These difficulties, which sometimes include the
evaluation of educators, are necessary to the growth process of the education system.5
Background of Teacher Evaluation in Texas
Over the past decade, more than thirty-seven states have altered their teacher evaluation
systems. The introductions of these new systems are meant to increase student achievement. This
is particularly the case for content areas that are in standardized testing. Increasing the
accountability of teacher performance to boost overall scores through evaluative practices can
increase all parties’ stress levels.6 These new requirements outlined in the various evaluation
rubrics demand that teachers perform and justify their instruction practices with substantial and
undeniable evidence. Therefore, interpreting these rubrics and finding elements of teaching
practices already in place that fulfill these requirements can be stressful and may not improve a
teacher’s effectiveness.7 Teachers who are not part of the high-stakes testing system, including
music educators, are still required to participate in these high-stakes evaluations.

4. Lance D. Nielsen, "Teacher Evaluation: Archiving Teaching Effectiveness," Music Educators
Journal 101, no. 1 (2014): 63-69: http://www.jstor.org/stable/43289093.
5. Dee Hansen, Handbook for Music Supervision (Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield Education, 2007),
54.
6. Ryan D. Shaw, “Music Teacher Stress in the Era of Accountability,” Arts Education Policy Review 117,
no. 2 (April 2016): 104-116, https://doi.org/10.1080/10632913.2015.1005325, 112.
7. Mandi L. Cumpston, “A Correlational Study of Elementary School Teacher Perceptions of the
Relationship between the Attributes of a Teacher Evaluation System and the Evaluation System’s Quality and
Impact on Professional Practice.” (EdD diss., Regent University, Virginia, 2018), 84, ProQuest Dissertations &
Thesis Global.
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Problems Statement
With the introduction of newer forms of evaluation that have escalated the importance of
linking student efficacy with teacher effectiveness, it is vital to understand the evaluation process
parameters. Understanding the evaluation process and those involved would be much clearer
with first understanding the perspectives of those responsible for appraisal. Teacher evaluation is
a necessary element of the education system in Texas. Using a single evaluation system to
evaluate the various instructional settings can create problems or misunderstandings if all parties
involved are not aware of its impact.
Purpose Statement
It is the purpose of this study to uncover the perspective of T-TESS administrators
currently or previously responsible for the evaluation of music educators. Understanding and
gaining a more precise context for this group of individuals in their evaluation process will aid in
recognizing any subsequent needs that may present themselves. From previous literature, the
main issue raised by educators has been the lack of communication and pedagogical
understanding of the subject.8 Understanding what issues are present from this perspective will
better aid in bridging the gap in this evaluation process.
Significance of the Study
Annual stress and trauma are often the results of utilizing school wide data to evaluate
teachers—especially in high-stakes evaluations.9 The administrators’ perspectives matter because

8. Phillip Morgan, “Evaluating Fine Art Teachers: A Qualitative Investigation of the Effectiveness of the
Texas Teacher Evaluation and Support System (T-Tess),” (EdD diss., Lamar University, Beaumont, 2020) 55,
ProQuest Dissertations & Thesis Global.
9. Mitchell Robinson, “The Inchworm and the Nightingale: On the (Mis)Use of Data in Music Teacher
Evaluation,” Arts Education Policy Review 116, no. 1 (2015): 12.
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the complexity of the T-TESS process coupled with the uncertainty of music educational
knowledge may lead to either an inconsistent or detrimental evaluation for the music educator.10
A main concern from teachers is that administrators are responsible for evaluating a classroom
lesson with little experience in the specific discipline.11 Another issue found in the literature is
the lack of allowance for items teachers felt were outside of their control. As a result, teachers
had little confidence in the usefulness of the evaluation process.12 With this study, these items
and topics are examined and expounded upon to further understand music teacher evaluation.
Understanding the viewpoints of these individuals through semi-structured personal interviews is
crucial to uncovering the answers to the research questions. Due to the gap in existing literature
concerning Texas administrator viewpoints on T-TESS evaluation, the process will give the most
accurate depiction of administrators' perspectives on using the T-TESS model in music
classrooms. Participants in this study will consist of veteran administrators who have utilized
former Texas teacher evaluation tools, such as PDAS, and newly certified administrators who
have not used another evaluation process. These administrators vary in their years of experience
as well as the individual campuses they serve or have served.

10. Cara Bernard and Joe Abramo, “‘But That Doesn’t Work in Music!’ A Guide for Productive Dialogue
in Teacher Evaluation.” Teaching Music 28, (April 2021): 44.
11. Phillip Morgan, “Evaluating Fine Art Teachers: A Qualitative Investigation of the Effectiveness of the
Texas Teacher Evaluation and Support System (T-Tess),” (EdD diss., Lamar University, Beaumont, 2020) 55,
ProQuest Dissertations & Thesis Global.
12. Kim H. Case, “Teacher Perceptions of the Impact of the North Carolina Teacher Evaluation Process on
Teacher Effectiveness, Professional Growth, and Attitudes Toward Teaching,” (EdD diss. Gardner-Webb
University, Boiling Springs, 2016), 173, https://digitalcommons.gardner-webb.edu/education_etd/165.
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Research Questions
Outlined below are the two research questions for this study. These areas and themes in
the research questions are presented as natural and logical items to examine throughout the
study.
RQ1: In what ways are Texas administrators trained to evaluate music educators in the
classroom?
RQ2: What are the perspectives of Texas administrators concerning their preparedness in the
appraisal of music educators in the classroom using the T-TESS model?
Hypotheses for Research Questions
The following hypotheses determined with the consideration that no clear answers
presented themselves at this point in the study. With further investigation, the ideas were either
validated or proved null after the study was complete. The questions used in the semi-structured
personal interviews were designed to answer both the research questions and correlating
hypotheses. It is the goal of the study to find correlations and commonalities among the results.
Responses were categorized based on years of appraisal experience, content and pedagogical
knowledge, and campus delineations based on both student age groups and size. Observation
systems, such as T-TESS, may not always consider that an administrator who has limited music
knowledge may not consider typical music classroom behaviors applicable to evaluation
criteria.13 Due to restrictions in both time and with potential participants’ responses, only one
participant met this criteria and was interviewed. Below are the hypotheses drafted at the
beginning of the study:

13. Corin T. Overland, "Teacher Evaluation and Music Education: Joining the National Discussion," Music
Educators Journal 101, no. 1 (2014): 59-60.
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H1: Texas administrators are trained to evaluate music educators in the classroom in
terms of inclusion of T-TESS calibration in music classrooms, mentorship programs with
veteran administrators, and other professional development.

H2: Perspectives of Texas administrators concerning their preparedness in the appraisal
of music educators in the classroom using the T-TESS model may include lack of
confidence in the content, unclear communication between appraiser and educator, and
uncommitted since music is not a state tested subject.
Core Concepts
It is essential to understand certain concepts about teacher evaluations in the state of
Texas concerning music education. Overall, there are options for certain districts to refuse the TTESS tool as an evaluation device. This option does not excuse these districts from evaluating
their instructional staff. If a school district obtains the status of “district of innovation,” they are
allotted the choice to alter certain aspects of their district. These include but are not limited to
calendar choices, staffing restrictions and contracts, evaluations, class size, and student
discipline.14 Having this choice to move to a district of innovation allows such districts to choose
the evaluation process for instructional staff.
Districts that use T-TESS as an evaluative tool have specific protocols that are adhered to
by the administration. Music educators and other educators needing evaluation as part of their
contract are assigned to a particular administrator for their official formal observation. This does

14. “District of Innovation Frequently Asked Questions,” Texas Association of School Boards, last
modified March 2020, https://www.tasb.org/services/legal-services/tasb-school-law-esource/governance/districts-ofinnovation/documents/districts_of_innovation.aspx.
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not include any informal, or walkthrough, observations—any administrator trained by T-TESS
can conduct an informal observation for any teacher. Formal observations may take place no
sooner than six weeks into the school year.15 This is to provide both administrators and educators
a basis for establishing contact and set goals with each other. Also, all formal observations must
be complete at least fifteen days before the end of the instructional year.
Both the informal and formal observations are part of a larger framework for both
administrator and educator. The T-TESS process begins with both administrator and educator
meeting for an instructional goal setting and professional development plan. It is here that the
educator has the freedom to choose and discuss their student learning objective (SLO) with their
administrator. This SLO allows for educators to take ownership of how they show student
growth in their classrooms. This must take place in the first six weeks of instruction. Educators
who are not new to the district can conduct this meeting at the end of the previous year. Teachers
who are new to the district must set both a goal and professional development plan, where
veteran teachers returning to their district must only provide an instructional goal. Throughout
the school year, informal observations may be conducted at any time by the administrator. These
informal observations are often conducted as a mixture of announced and unannounced visits to
the classroom with specific instructional goals set by the administrator as important. It is critical
to highlight that any formal evaluations must be conducted in a single session and lesson. This
was addressed as an issue for arts teachers in Morgan’s writings.
…instructors felt it was critical to have their appraiser attend and watch a
contest or festival production and include it on the T-TESS document. Regarding
prior knowledge, 6 of the 11 teachers attested that it was difficult to reach success
in the T-TESS in Dimension 1.3, as students prior knowledge is directly affected

15. “T-TESS,” Teach for Texas, accessed June 26, 2021, https://www.teachfortexas.org/Views/Appraiser.
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by the fact that theatre arts is an elective course with less offerings than other
academic subject areas.16
The next step is an optional pre-conference for the educator and administrator to establish
the class and lesson for the formal observation. Both administrator and educator can ask and
answer questions about the observation to develop context. Once this is either completed or the
educator waives this conference, a formal observation can occur. The formal observation takes
place with the administrator being present in the classroom for at least 45 minutes. While in the
observation, the administrator collects and notes evidence of teaching and student engagement. It
is with this evidence that an administrator will rate the educator in all domains and dimensions
accordingly. Each rating must have support from evidence gathered from the observation
process. After the formal observation is complete and the administrator has timely recorded all
ratings, the post-conference can occur. This is where the educator will receive their ratings along
with a single area of reinforcement and refinement. At this point, an educator can ask questions
about their ratings and, if desired, request a second formal observation to be completed by a
separate administrator. The final step in the T-TESS process is the end of the year conference. In
this conference, teachers can reflect with their administrators on the goals they set at the
beginning of the year and make changes as necessary to subsequent goals for the following year.
Definition of Terms
In order for an accurate understanding of the data and concepts discussed, the following
terms that will be mentioned and discussed throughout the study are listed and defined in this
section. It is the intention of this study to utilize the terms in this section when presenting,

16. Phillip Morgan, “Evaluating Fine Art Teachers: A Qualitative Investigation of the Effectiveness of the
Texas Teacher Evaluation and Support System (T-Tess),” (EdD diss., Lamar University, Beaumont, 2020) 33,
ProQuest Dissertations & Thesis Global.
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discussing, or summarizing any pertinent information concerning T-TESS evaluation. If there are
terms that are not included in this section but are revealed in subsequent chapters, those terms
will be defined and addressed at that time.
Achieving Expectations Dimension - The teacher supports all learners in their pursuit of
high levels of academic and social-emotional success.
Activities Dimension - The teacher plans engaging, flexible lessons that encourage
higher-order thinking, persistence, and achievement.
Administrator – Any person responsible for the evaluation and supervision of
employees involved in the instruction of students.
Announced Observation - Observation conducted with an official introduction or preconference from the administrator. Unless specified, a teacher must have a single appraisal. This
can be either announced or unannounced.17 This can also be known as a formal observation.
Area of Reinforcement – An area determined by the evaluator where the teacher has
shown exceptional and evidentially supported success of a single dimension.
Area of Refinement – An area determined by the evaluator where the teacher can further
improve the dimension.
Calibration – The process of administration teams entering a classroom to align
evaluative practices. Administrators will enter a classroom to mock evaluate a classroom lesson
and instructional delivery. Once completed, administrators will debrief with one another to
determine what notable items of the lesson and delivery were similar or different according to
their perspective. The goal of calibration is to create a united form of evaluation and feedback

17. Frank Kemerer and John A. Crain, Texas Documentation Handbook: Appraisal, Nonrenewal,
Termination, (Austin, TX: ED311, 2016), 1-6.
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from an entire administration group. This is to ensure that feedback and areas designated for
growth are uniform for the educator.
Classroom Culture Dimension - The teacher leads a mutually respectful and
collaborative class of actively engaged learners.
Classroom Environment, Routines, and Procedures Dimension - The teacher
organizes a safe, accessible, and efficient classroom.
Communication Dimension - The teacher clearly and accurately communicates to
support persistence, deeper learning, and effective effort.
Content Knowledge and Expertise Dimension - The teacher uses content and
pedagogical expertise to design and execute lessons aligned with state standards, related content,
and student needs.
Data and Assessment Dimension - The teacher uses formal and informal methods to
measure student progress, then manages and analyzes student data to inform instruction.
Differentiation Dimension - The teacher differentiates instruction, aligning methods and
techniques to diverse student needs.
Dimensions – Specific areas where an administrator rates the teacher’s proficiency in a
particular domain. Example: Planning Domain contains the dimensions of – Standards &
Alignment; Data & Assessment; Knowledge of Students; and Activities.
Domains – Parts of an observation rating in which an administrator evaluates a teacher.
These domains are Planning, Instruction, Learning Environment, and Professional Practices &
Responsibilities. Each of these domains contains 3-5 dimensions, and the entire rating has 16
dimensions.

15
End of the Year Conference – A conference held at least 15 days before the conclusion
of instruction. Both administrator and educator can reflect on the school year and establish goals
for the next school year if the teacher is returning.
Evidence – Items or events collected before and during an evaluation process that aids
the evaluator in determining a rating for the teacher.
Formal Observation – An administrator witnesses a teacher in classroom instruction
implementation for a minimum of 45 minutes and notates what took place during that lesson.
This timeframe is comparable to other states’ teacher evaluators.18 Administrators use these notes
as evidence when completing a T-TESS rubric. This observation contributes to a teacher’s
summative evaluation.
Feedback – A point of advice or response to promote growth and mastery.
Goal Setting and Professional Development Plan – A goal set collaboratively by both
administrator and educator to establish focus for the school year. This is done in one aspect
chosen by the educator and is monitored by the administrator.
Goal Setting Dimension - The teacher reflects on his/her practice and sets a professional
goal based on the reflection.
High-Stakes Evaluation – An evaluation based on few observations. Comparable to
high-stakes testing, where students perform in a singular test.
Informal Observation – An administrator witnesses a teacher in classroom instruction
for a short period and can leave feedback. This observation is a snapshot of teaching. Also

18. Sally J. Zepeda, The Principal as Instructional Leader: A Handbook for Supervisors, (Larchmont, NY:
Eye on Education, 2003), 103.
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known as a classroom walkthrough. Administrators may use informal observations to provide
teachers with feedback to improve instruction for future observations.
Instruction Domain - Area of evaluation where administrator retrieves evidence and
rates teacher based on Achieving Expectations, Content Knowledge & Expertise,
Communication, Differentiation, and Monitor & Adjust.
Knowledge of Students Dimension - Through knowledge of students and proven
practices, the teacher ensures high levels of learning, social-emotional development, and
achievement for all students.
Learning Environment Domain - Area of evaluation where administrator retrieves
evidence and rates teacher based on Classroom Environment, Routines & Procedures, Managing
Student Behavior, and Classroom Culture.
Managing Student Behavior Dimension - The teacher establishes, communicates, and
maintains clear expectations for student behavior.
Monitor and Adjust Dimension - The teacher formally and informally collects,
analyzes, and uses student progress data and makes necessary lesson adjustments.
PDAS – Former teacher evaluation tool used until replaced by T-TESS. Educators were
ranked using three main categories of scale with the top rank being named “Proficient”
PLC – Planning Learning Community. Usually consists of teachers who teach the same
grade level or content who collaborate and plan instruction practices. Administrators can be a
part of these groups as well.
Planning Domain – Area of evaluation where administrator retrieves evidence and rates
teacher based on Standards & Alignment, Data & Assessment, Knowledge of Students, and
Activities.
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Post-Conference – A required meeting to discuss the results of the formal observation.
The teacher will receive their rating during this meeting.
Professional Demeanor and Ethics Dimension - The teacher meets district expectations
for attendance, professional appearance, decorum, procedural, ethical, legal, and statutory
responsibilities.
Professional Development Dimension - The teacher enhances the professional
community.
Professional Practices and Responsibilities Domain - Area of evaluation where
administrator retrieves evidence and rates teacher based on Professional Demeanor & Ethics,
Goal Setting, Professional Development, and School Community Involvement.
Pre-Conference – An optional meeting between administrator and teacher to establish
expectations and provide insight into the lesson and instruction method set for a formal
observation. T-TESS regulators deem this as an integral point to establish meaningful
communication between the two parties.19
Rating – Each dimension of a domain may receive one of five ratings (Improvement
Needed, Developing, Proficient, Accomplished, and Distinguished). These dimensions will then
collectively attribute to an overall teacher rating. Each dimension rates according to the evidence
witnessed by the evaluator.
RttT – Race to the Top initiative. Enacted by some states to secure additional funding
with the understanding that facets of education, such as teacher evaluation, are subject to state
legislation

19. Linda Johnson, “T-TESS and Fine Arts,” Southwestern Musician, (February 2017).
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School Community Involvement Dimension - The teacher demonstrates leadership
with students, colleagues, and community members in the school, district, and community
through effective communication and outreach.
SLO – Student Learning Objective. Goal set by educator while conferencing with
administrator for the upcoming school year. If the educator is new to the district but hired after
the start of term, this goal is set as quickly as possible.
Standards and Alignment Dimension - The teacher designs clear, well-organized,
sequential lessons that reflect best practice, align with the standards, and are appropriate for
diverse learners.
STAAR – State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness. Standardized test used
for all public school students in grades 3-12.
TAS – Teacher Appraisal System. Teacher evaluation tool used prior to PDAS
TEKs – Texas Essential Knowledge skills. Also known as the state standards from which
teachers refer when planning instruction.
T-TESS – Texas Teacher Evaluation and Support System. Evaluation system utilized as
the teacher appraisal system of choice in the state of Texas.
Unannounced Observation - Observation conducted without official introduction or
pre-conference from the administrator. If conducted, this observation can be considered as a
formal observation. Unless specified, a teacher must have a single appraisal. This can be either
announced or unannounced. The weight of an unannounced observation vs. an announced

19
observation in reconsidering a prior rating on a formal observation is left to the discretion of the
administrator.20
Chapter Summary
The T-TESS system currently utilized by Texas school districts shows that
communication between administrator and educator is essential for the process to be effective.
This evidence-based system for evaluating teachers creates a high-stakes and high-stress
environment for those administrators and educators that do not meaningfully communicate. This
is why it is essential to understand the viewpoint of administrators who are responsible for the
evaluating of teachers. Having the context of their perspective will allow for more meaningful
and accurate evaluations in the classroom. It is also essential to understand any background
knowledge these administrators possess that helps make them more effective evaluators.
Whether through professional development, calibration between veteran and new administrator,
or other forms of training, understanding how prepared administrators are before they step into
the evaluator role will help provide a more accurate depiction of their perspective. Understanding
what administrators know and practice as evaluators will help give a better vantage to the
evaluation process. In comparison, T-TESS is seen as a step forward in evaluating teachers, but
more is still desired. Much of what can be considered easily attainable through a non-music
classroom setting is, at times, not feasibly as simple while teaching in a music classroom. The
same can be said in the reverse as well. Some domains and dimensions of the T-TESS model are
not uniformly applicable across contents due to the variable that is the administrator. Through
this research study, the administrators’ point of view will help guide further teacher evaluations

20. Frank Kemerer and John A. Crain, Texas Documentation Handbook: Appraisal, Nonrenewal,
Termination, (Austin, TX: ED311, 2016), 1-6.
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along with stemming further research into the effectiveness of high-stakes evaluating in the
classrooms of Texas teachers.

21
CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW
The importance of literature pertaining to the understanding of evaluation in music
classrooms is essential to a more complete depiction of administrative viewpoints. Given the
current literature, it is vital to understand and recognize a key element, the evaluators’
perspective, as an integral portion of a music teacher’s appraisal process. With that in mind, all
other facets and appropriate literature that pertain to this research study will be addressed and
discussed. It is also important to note that other fine arts education research that is related to the
topic will also be included in this literature review. Three main topics emerged as pertinent to
this review of literature: states’ perspective, administrators’ perspective, and educators’
perspective.
Evaluation from States’ Perspectives
Grissom and Bartanen’s research focused on the connection between principal
effectiveness and teacher turnover. The data used to determine principal effectiveness came from
supervisors responsible for principal evaluation. This data was taken from the state of
Tennessee’s education agency. The researchers stated that the school principal is a vital, yet
ignored, element in the theory of action connecting large-scale teacher evaluation systems to the
reshaping of the educator workforce.21 This places immense importance on the principal’s
understanding and perspective in evaluating effectively.
In a report by Gates, Hansen, and Tuttle, the researchers described how educator
evaluation in the states of Colorado, Delaware, and Arizona respectively addressed arts

21. Jason Grissom and Brendan Bartanen, “Strategic Retention: Principal Effectiveness and Teacher
Turnover in Multiple-Measure Teacher Evaluation Systems,” American Education Research Journal 56, no. 2
(2019): 547.
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educators. These states, which adhered to Race to the Top (RttT) specifications in order to
receive funding, no longer allowed local districts to determine educator evaluation criteria. This
evaluation model focused on student achievement in state-standardized testing content areas and
for non-tested areas requiring an alternative method. The researcher from Colorado reported that
an arts-specific evaluation rubric was created collaboratively with the state and arts education
leaders across the state to help local administrators to evaluate those content educators.22
Delaware’s reporter stated that arts educators have to provide measurable data that demonstrates
students’ growth in the content area.23 Arizona’s researcher stated that much of the arts educator
evaluation policy had not been undertaken since there is not a guarantee for uniform content
delivery.24 The researcher also stated that the school districts of Arizona were then allowed to
determine their own forms of arts educator evaluation. This shows how arts-specific evaluation
models are in use in some states; however, there are currently no arts-specific evaluation tools
for administrators to reference if they are not located in such states.
Hash discusses how some states have passed legislation that may develop the practice of
using contest or festival scoring of ensembles to help provide evaluative data to be used by
administrators. The researcher discusses how some states’ evaluative policies regarding arts
educators are still unclear and how some administrators and educators may see this practice as
effective. Hash also discusses that enabling this practice may cause issues in terms of curriculum

22. Karol Gates, Deb Hansen, and Lynn Tuttle, “Teacher Evaluation in the Arts Disciplines: Three State
Perspectives,” Arts Education Policy Review 116, no. 4 (2015): 165.
23. Ibid. 169.
24. Ibid. 170.
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development and prioritization of improper practice.25 This demonstrates how some states are
still unclear on how arts educators can be evaluated.
Understanding that each state, whether they adhere to RttT or not, is responsible for an
adequate representation of teacher performance is necessary for the retention of quality
educators. Evaluating music educators based on test scores they have no control over has been
seen as unfair.26 Some states are working to rectify this error, but this is not the case for others.
Uniformity in arts educator evaluation is not the case for any state, district, or school. This
section of literature illustrates how states’ interpretation and approach to evaluation is widely
varied. It also shows how the research questions mentioned previously are still valid, and this
research study is necessary.
Administrators’ Perspective
Hart’s article concerning the perspective of administrators toward music educators
addresses how vital it is for music educators to develop three main soft skills: integrity, respect,
and community. The author stresses the importance of these qualities and how they can impact
the professional relationship between administrator and music educator. A strong argument taken
from this article is how both administration and educators need to function as a team rather than
in an autocratic hierarchy.27 This demonstrates the need for more effective communication
between both parties.

25. Phillip Hash, “Large-Group Contest Ratings and Music Teacher Evaluation: Issues and
Recommendations,” Arts Education Policy Review 114, no. 4 (2013): 166.
26. Scott C. Shuler "Music Education for Life: Music Assessment, Part 2—Instructional Improvement and
Teacher Evaluation." Music Educators Journal 98, no. 3 (Mar 1, 2012): 9.
27. Kerry Hart, “From an Administrator’s Perspective: Practical Survival Skills for Music Educators,”
Music Educators Journal 90, no. 2 (2003), 45.
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Lazarus’ dissertation focuses on the perceptions of Maryland administrators using the
Danielson-based teacher evaluation system and arts educators who utilize the arts-integrated
approach in their classrooms. Participants consisted of seven administrators and seventeen
educators. This qualitative study consisted of semi-structured interviews using general
exploratory questions to non-dichotomous response questioning.28 The results of the study
concluded that more training is necessary for educators to plan and utilize arts-integrated lessons.
The results also highlighted the need for administrators to have a better understanding of artsintegrated education lessons as well as calibrate their evaluative practices. This study
demonstrates the need for administrators to gain more knowledge of the content as well as the
instructional approach before conducting an evaluation.
In his research study, Gardner questioned the rationales and implications behind teacher
retention, turnover, and attrition. Included in this study were 1,903 educators who listed music as
their main teaching assignment. This was a national survey sent out in 2010. Gardner found that
music educators were most appreciative of administrators’ inquiries about classroom
instructional practices. The researcher argued that administrations might feel that they would not
have adequate time to implement such intensive inquiries.29 This infers that many administrators
may not be entering music classrooms often enough and with similar confidence as non-music
classrooms.
Abril’s study investigated the administrator’s perspective of music education in Ecuador.
A survey was distributed to 1800 school administrators, with 475 responding to the researcher.

28. Julian Lazarus, “Teacher Evaluation in Arts Integration Environments,” (EdD diss., Frostburg State
University, Maryland, 2020), 9, ProQuest Dissertations & Theses Global.
29. Julian Lazarus, “Teacher Evaluation in Arts Integration Environments,” (EdD diss., Frostburg State
University, Maryland, 2020), 9, ProQuest Dissertations & Theses Global.
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The purpose of the study was to determine the state of music education using the perspectives of
those making administrative decisions in schools. The majority of administrators (75.4%) that
responded informed the researcher that music instruction was not offered in their schools. An
overwhelming result of the survey responses illustrated that administrators showed a lack of
knowledge in relation to the administrator’s role in implementing arts education policy—
especially in schools where music education is not present.30 This illustrates some administrators’
need for a more adequate preparation in regards to music education administration.
Edgar’s study focused on the communication of expectations between administrators and
first-year music educators. This sample size included a semi-structured interview with three
principals and their respective first-year teachers. The researcher found that principals focused
on student engagement and classroom management rather than musical expertise as a primary
area of concern. An even stronger argument made by Edgar was the administrators’ lack of
subject-specific content knowledge being a deterrent in their ability to empathize with their
music teachers or even assess teacher or student success.31 The conclusion made by the
researcher was a need for administrator perspective of how to properly evaluate music educators.
Administrators who are responsible for the evaluation of educators have an immensely
difficult task. This is magnified if the evaluator is not knowledgeable of the content. Ways in
which evaluators address the process of evaluation are dependent upon both the preparation and
communication of desired outcomes. As illustrated in this section, the administrators’
perspective of music education and/or evaluation is determined by context— administrators who

30. Johanna E. Abril, “The State of Music Education in the Basic General Public Schools of Ecuador: The
Administrators’ Perspective,” International Journal of Music Education 37, no. 3 (August 2019): 385.
31. Scott Edgar, “Communication of Expectations between Principals and Entry-Year Instrumental Music
Teachers: Implications for Music Teacher Assessment.” Arts Education Policy Review 113, no. 4 (2012): 143.
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are not knowledgeable of the content focus on management or engagement rather than
curriculum.
Teachers’ Perspective
Cumpston’s dissertation focuses on the perception of K-5 educators and their viewpoint
of evaluative practices. The premise of the study was to find any impact of teacher performance
evaluation systems on professional practices. Participants consisted of 146 educators in the K-5
from the Elizabeth River Public Schools located in the southeastern region of Virginia. This
quantitative study utilized descriptive analysis to determine the results from the data gained
through surveys. The results concluded that there was little impact on teacher practices from
evaluation. It was the educators’ perception of the administrators’ evaluative effectiveness that
most impacted the results.32 This study shows how the perceptions of educators can impact
professional practice.
Morgan’s dissertation centers around the T-TESS appraisal system in regards to theatre
arts teachers in grades 6-12. The 12 participants of this qualitative study were comprised only of
veteran theatre arts teachers with at least 10 years of teaching experience. Participants were
subjected to personal interviews by the researcher. The results of this study reported that theatre
arts teachers viewed T-TESS as a broad evaluation process for teacher appraisal and that
evaluations should be conducted by appraisers with experiential backgrounds in visual or
performing arts. It was discussed further that many theatre arts teachers postulated that much of

32. Mandi L. Cumpston, “A Correlational Study of Elementary School Teacher Perceptions of the
Relationship between the Attributes of a Teacher Evaluation System and the Evaluation System’s Quality and
Impact on Professional Practice.” (EdD diss., Regent University, Virginia, 2018), 84, ProQuest Dissertations &
Thesis Global. 83.
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their appraisers’ knowledge of content vocabulary, best practices, and expectations would lead to
issues in both application and understanding when conducting evaluations.33
Martin’s dissertation encompasses music teacher evaluation in four states where RttT
initiatives are implemented. The researcher surveyed educators by distributing a prepared
questionnaire via state Music Educator Associations (MEAs). The objective was to determine the
educator’s perspective on current evaluation practices that were designed with RttT
specifications. The four participating states were Florida, North Carolina, Rhode Island, and
Tennessee. The researcher noted that several educators indicated that non-music district-level
coordinators and administrators with limited musical experience were responsible for their
evaluations.34 Also found by the researcher was the fact that students’ non-music standardized
test score data being the most common measure of student growth in music teacher evaluations.35
This study shows that both non-music personnel and data are prevalent in the evaluation process
of music education staff.
Shaw’s research focused on how music educators describe their job stress when
accountability is becoming an increasingly necessary element of evaluation. The researcher
chose a case study designed to interview four secondary instrumental music teachers in the state
of Michigan. Shaw conducted interviews that were semi-structured, which allowed for some
general questions to be conducted while other topics were able to be addressed as appropriate.

33. Phillip Morgan, “Evaluating Fine Art Teachers: A Qualitative Investigation of the Effectiveness of the
Texas Teacher Evaluation and Support System (T-Tess),” (EdD diss., Lamar University, Beaumont, 2020) 55,
ProQuest Dissertations & Thesis Global. 42.
34. Phillip Morgan, “Evaluating Fine Art Teachers: A Qualitative Investigation of the Effectiveness of the
Texas Teacher Evaluation and Support System (T-Tess),” (EdD diss., Lamar University, Beaumont, 2020) 55,
ProQuest Dissertations & Thesis Global. 42.
35. Ibid. 158.
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Two of the participants recognized teacher evaluation as a stressor, with one teacher singling out
evaluation as the most stressful element of her job. All participants commented on their
relationships with their respective administrators as less than desirable due to a lack of effective
communication.36
Teacher perspective of administrators and, by extension, evaluation can impact teacher
performance. Some educators admit to putting little faith in their evaluation results due to their
perception of their administrator. Another element that plays in educators’ perspective is how
they see their evaluation criteria. As demonstrated in the literature above, some criteria that are
used for music teacher evaluation do not coincide with the instruction taking place in the music
classroom. The single largest factor that educators take into consideration of their perspective of
their administrators or evaluation is the relationship they have with those administrators. It is the
combination of these factors that deem the chosen research questions and study as necessary.
Current Evaluation in Texas
It is also necessary to provide insight into the evaluation process currently implemented
in the state of Texas. This section will provide a comprehensive overview of several elements
included in the T-TESS model. These elements will be introduced and examined in the same
order that each would be used by an administrator. The researcher completed the required
training and is currently a licensed T-TESS appraiser. All information provided references
training materials from the T-TESS training.
The first element utilized in the T-TESS model is for administrators to provide an
orientation for all educators new to the profession or who have not yet been evaluated by an

36. Ryan D Shaw, "Music Teacher Stress in the Era of Accountability." Arts Education Policy Review 117,
no. 2 (2016): 112.
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administrator using T-TESS. Orientation must take place within the first three weeks of school
and two weeks prior to the first observation. 37 This is to provide all educators and administrators
with sufficient time to familiarize themselves with the tool as well as prepare for an initial
observation. Informal walkthroughs and administrator calibration can take place during this time.
Within six weeks of conducting the orientation, administrators are to schedule and
complete a Goal-Setting and Professional Development (GSPD) plan conference with educators.
This is required for all educators new to the profession or new employees of a district.38
Employees who are not new to the district are able to set their goals during the previous
academic school year. The goals set are selected by the educator and verified and monitored by
the administrator. Educators must select a goal that is able to be self-assessed and addressed at
the completion of the current school year. The overall objective of this conference is to establish
professional growth for the educator. Any support requested from the educator should be
appropriately provided by the administrator.
Once an administrator is able to appraise a selected educator, an optional pre-conference
may be scheduled to establish context for the lesson to be observed. If the appraiser is to perform
an announced observation, then a pre-conference should take place.39 It is at the discretion of
either the district or campus to establish a formal observation window. During the preconference, the administrator will collect evidence for the first of four domains. The planning
domain evidence collected by the administrator must measure how an educator addresses state
standards and how the lesson is aligned, data and assessment procedures, an educator’s

37. “Appraiser Handbook,” T-Tess, Teach for Texas, accessed November 30, 2021,
https://www.teachfortexas.org/Resource_Files/Guides/T-TESS_Appraiser_Handbook.pdf. 81.
38. Ibid. 84.
39. Ibid. 5.
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knowledge of the students in the class observed, and the activities planned for the lesson.
Administrators will utilize meaningful questions to ask educators. These questions will guide the
pre-conference and better help the administrator obtain context for the lesson as well as provide
crucial evidence. It is also at this point in the T-TESS process that an administrator will set a
specific date and class to observe or notify the educator that the formal observation will be
unannounced. If the formal observation is set as an announced observation, evidence may be
collected from PLCs, reviewing lesson plans, or other applicable resources. Also seen as a
possible obstacle for unannounced observations is the possibility of the lesson observed not
being directly linked to the pre-conference meeting. Informal walkthroughs and feedback are still
able to take place between a pre-conference and a formal observation at the discretion of the
administrator.
During a formal observation, the administrator is to be present during a 45-minute lesson.
The administrator will collect evidence for the second and third domains. These domains are
known as the instruction and learning environment, respectively. The planning domain evidence
can also be collected here if there is no pre-conference or if the observation is unannounced. For
the instruction domain, the administrator will collect evidence of achieving expectations, content
knowledge and expertise, communication, differentiation, and monitoring and adjusting
instruction to fit student progress. The administrator will collect evidence in the learning
environment domain, which includes classroom environment, routines, and procedures,
managing student behavior, and classroom culture. The administrator collects evidence for each
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element of a domain in order to assign a rating.40 This can be done through scripting or other
means of data collection.
After all evidence is considered, the administrator will rate the educator and then
schedule a post-conference to discuss the formal observation. An area of reinforcement and an
area of refinement will be selected by the administrator as appropriate to discuss during the postconference. Similar to the pre-conference, the administrator will employ meaningful questions to
help guide the conference. It is a goal for the educators and administrators to arrive at key
conclusions about the lesson based on this conversation. This is to adhere to the instructional
coaching model that is employed by T-TESS. Administrators will then proceed to address both
the area of reinforcement and refinement, respectively. All evidence pertaining to these two areas
will be provided upon request. Once both areas have been addressed, the administrator will
provide the ratings of all domains to the educator to review. If there is a rating that the educator
feels is not accurate, the educator may discuss this with the administrator. This is usually done in
a separate meeting scheduled by the administrator. It is also at the discretion of the educators to
request a second formal observation from a different administrator if they feel they were
appraised inappropriately. Once the post-conference is complete, both the administrator and
educator will sign that the ratings and results from the formal observation are complete and
accurate.
Once the formal observation and post-conference are complete, the administrator will
continue to provide feedback to the educator through walkthroughs and informal observations.41
Addressing both the goals set during the goal-setting conference and the post-conference will be
40. “Appraiser Handbook,” T-Tess, Teach for Texas, accessed November 30, 2021,
https://www.teachfortexas.org/Resource_Files/Guides/T-TESS_Appraiser_Handbook.pdf. 2.
41. Ibid. 74.
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the primary concern of the administrator. Other areas can be addressed as deemed appropriate by
the administrator or requested by the educator. This is to uphold the T-TESS coaching model. It
is also at this point that the educator will collect evidence of the Professional Practices and
Responsibilities domain to provide to the administrator before the end of the year.
Near the conclusion of the academic school year, an administrator must conduct an EndOf-Year Conference. It is during this conference that the educator will provide the administrator
with evidence in the Professional Practices and Responsibilities domain. This domain includes
an educator’s Professional Demeanor and Ethics, Goal Setting, Professional Development, and
School/Community Involvement. The administrator is not able to assign a rating until the
educator has had the opportunity to present evidence for this domain.42 Also appropriate for this
conference is to review the previous data for the first three domains as well as set future goals for
the following academic year.
Throughout the T-TESS process, an administrator’s role is to guide conferences and
discussions toward the growth of the educator. Monitoring progress toward goals while
highlighting areas for refinement and reinforcement are paramount to the process. It is the
primary objective of administrators to find ways to coach their educators. This can be a possible
issue due to some domains containing elements that would be unfamiliar to an administrator who
does not have experience in the content.
Chapter Summary
This chapter focused on the current literature that surrounds administrator and educator
perspectives on evaluation. It is important to note that the majority of the studies discussed are

42. “Appraiser Handbook,” T-Tess, Teach for Texas, accessed November 30, 2021,
https://www.teachfortexas.org/Resource_Files/Guides/T-TESS_Appraiser_Handbook.pdf. 62.
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from states other than Texas. While there is some literature that does exist that addresses Texas
teacher evaluation, only one current study debates the effectiveness of T-TESS in the arts. It is
also important to understand the T-TESS process that is currently available for administrators to
implement on their campuses. Understanding Texas administrators’ perspective of music
education and how that pertains to teacher appraisal is paramount to the efficacy of this study.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY
The purpose of this study was to better understand the perspective of Texas
administrators with teacher appraisal responsibilities. It is with this crucial viewpoint that both
music educators and administrators can facilitate more meaningful discussion and
implementation of the evaluation process. Choosing the most appropriate methodology that will
provide the needed data was crucial for the success of this research study. This chapter will focus
on the methods used to conduct the research to answer the research questions and how these
methods were the most appropriate for the study.
Design
This qualitative phenomenology study, comprised primarily on personal interviews,
focused on answering the research questions while also gathering any pertinent data that was
volunteered by the participants. The chosen method selected was most appropriate due to the
unique qualities of the participants. Selecting the qualitative design was most appropriate due to
there being little research or public data concerning the administrative viewpoint of music
educator evaluation. Also, the phenomenological method was most appropriate due to the
indication that music educators, on multiple and various occasions, felt misunderstood by their
administration.37
Participants
The primary individuals that were needed for this study were licensed Texas
administrators who were responsible for the evaluation of education faculty in K-12 education.

37. Kerry Hart, “From an Administrator’s Perspective: Practical Survival Skills for Music Educators,”
Music Educators Journal 90, no. 2 (2003), 42.
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These 15 administrators completed the T-TESS certification training and have experience using
the evaluation model. Participants were at least 18 years of age and had experience in Texas
education practices. Each had experience in at least one campus-level administrative position
that required educator appraisal to be completed.
Setting
The primary setting selected for these interviews was digital using Microsoft Teams as
the medium through which the interviewees and the researcher met. Some participants preferred
meeting in person although the Microsoft Teams software was still in use during the in-person
interviews. Each of the in-person interviews were conducted at the various campuses where the
administrators worked. Conference rooms or offices were used to complete these interviews in a
secure and comfortable manner. Below is a table listing the dates and times of each interview
conducted.
Procedure
In order to attain the desired data from the appropriate participants, qualifying
components were necessary to ensure that the only participants available for potential interviews
and research met these requirements. An email or letter of introduction was sent to all education
superintendents in the ESC Region XI. In this email was a short description of the research study
and the need for any willing licensed administrators to respond to the email. Also included in the
initial email was the IRB approved consent form, a copy of the letter of recruitment, and a link to
the initial survey. The initial survey was utilized to screen all potential candidates that responded
to the initial invitational interview. The questions included in the survey, ensured that potential
participants were fully qualified to participate in the study without much loss of time if answers
proved they were unqualified.
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Once the participant completed the survey, the researcher would review the responses
given, and either contact the individual to either schedule an interview or inform the candidate of
their ineligibility. Due to some potential participants’ circumstances, contact was established
either via phone or in-person settings. Regardless of the initial point of contact, all participants
were subject to the initial survey to ensure that all qualifiers were consistently met. All
qualifying participants were then contacted, either by email or phone, and scheduled to complete
a personal interview. Some participants at this point requested either early morning or late
afternoon appointments due to their demanding work requirements. The majority of
appointments were scheduled by the researcher for the 7:00 AM hour or after 4:00 PM to
accommodate the participants as appropriate. A Microsoft Teams appointment would be made
with both the researcher and participant invited via email. If the researcher did not receive a
signed consent form before this point, an attachment containing the consent form was sent with
the invitation for the participant to complete.
At the commencement of the interview, the researcher would welcome the participant
and thank them for their involvement in the study. Participants were then asked if they had any
initial questions. If there were no questions, the researcher would then begin recording the
meeting and inform the participants of the commencement of the recorded portion of the
meeting. The interview would begin with the researcher confirming that the participant had
signed and returned the consent form.
During the course of the interview, participants were asked a total of 49 questions each
pertaining to the research questions. These questions were asked and completed in a similar
order for each interview. This was done to adhere to uniformity and make subsequent
transcriptions easier. Interviewees were allowed to answer questions volunteering both opinions
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and experiences, while the researcher would only clarify any answers given that needed
explanation. If a participant did not fully understand a question or asked for clarification of a
particular question, the researcher would then explain the question to the participant so as to
ensure that the participant understood the intent and meaning of the question. The following is a
list of each of the interview questions asked by the researcher. Each of the questions were
divided into one of three categories: Background Information, Research Question 1, and
Research Question 2. It was also possible that certain questions were able to address more than
one category. Interviews concluded with the researcher thanking the participants for their
involvement. At this point participants were allowed to add anything to the recorded portion of
the interview if they felt any answer needed further development.
After the recording was concluded, the researcher would then end the interview. The
interview recording would then be downloaded to a password-secure computer to be used in the
transcription process. All recordings were stored on the same device. Once transcriptions were
complete, the researcher would then review the recording and ensure that both anonymity and
quality of data were preserved.
Data Analysis
All data collected from interviews was subjected to the same analysis protocols so as to
ensure uniformity and maximum organization of the results. All answers provided were analyzed
thematically to uncover any possible commonalities apparent in the data. Each interview was
organized and documented according to their general consensus (i.e., those that prove the
hypotheses vs. those that disprove the hypotheses). Each transcribed interview was organized
into data segments with each segment pertaining to a particular interview question. This was to
maximize the review process. Any themes or correlations that presented themselves were noted
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and documented in the results portion of this study. All interview questions that were represented
with images or depictions in order for clarity and ease of understanding are provided.
Chapter Summary
The designated methodology and practices implemented in this chapter were deemed
most appropriate at the time of the study. Understanding administrators’ viewpoint through semistructured interviews where the participants were able to freely answer questions without
constraint allowed for more meaningful responses. The researcher completed each of the
screenings and interviews in as similar a manner as was appropriate. Each participant was
verified as a willing and applicable addition to the study whose participation was able to be
terminated at any point in the process. The data collected and transcribed by the researcher was
stored and analyzed accordingly. Efforts to ensure anonymity in accordance to the IRB approval
were adhered to as well as all security measure upheld. All contact between the participants and
the researcher was done through documented means and maintained the concept of the study.
Any digression taken did not impact the IRB approval or the integrity of the research study and
interviews. Each question created and answer analyzed were completed to answer the research
questions. All responses deemed superfluous or tangential in nature were not included in the
results chapter of this document. The entirety of the transcripts from the interviews will not be
included in the appendices. This is to ensure participants anonymity and confidentiality in
accordance with the IRB approval. Items that were of a personal nature, such as names of
personnel, campuses, and school districts were used by the participants. These items that did not
apply to the study would have to be taken out of the transcript or redacted and thus harm the
integrity of the entire transcript since only changing the participants’ names was originally
considered. All measures to ensure that any identifiable items remain confidential have been
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taken. Otherwise, all information required by the IRB approval is available in this document and
can be referenced in the appendix.
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS
The purpose of this study was to determine the preparedness of Texas administrators in
appraising music educators in the classroom. Each of the questions designed for use in
interviews was aimed at answering the research questions. This chapter will dissect the data
received and apply the results toward the given hypotheses. There are also items deemed by the
researcher as pertinent to this chapter that will also be discussed.
Context Questions
Before asking interview questions that directly pertained to the research questions,
participants were asked a series of questions in order for the researcher to gain a better
understanding of each administrator. This was done with regard to better understanding both the
administrators’ current or previous setting as well as how they viewed their campus assignment.
The questions used in this portion of the interview are labeled 1-4, and 13, as seen in Table 2.
Responses to each question were collected and will be discussed in the following section.

Figure 1
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The initial question asked of each administrator was how long they have been an
administrator with teacher appraisal responsibilities. Responses were grouped into spans of three
years as appropriate and can be seen in Fig. 1. It is important to note that the majority of
administrators, 53.3% (n=8), were appraising for less than nine years, with the majority of that
sub-group (n=5) being in the 4-to-6-year range. This piece of data is important to both research
questions as it can be seen as a possible factor.
Another area discussed in this portion of the interview was the administrators’ previous
content area of expertise. As seen in Fig. 2, the majority of administrators, 73.3% (n=11),
reported a “core” content area as their primary area of expertise, with 26.6% (n=4) reporting
their content area of expertise as an “elective” content. Of that sub-group, a single administrator
noted that their content area of expertise was in music.

Figure 2
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This can be interpreted as an important factor when discussing administrators’ understanding of
music education classrooms. This point of data may play a role in answering both research
questions.
Years of experience teaching in the classroom, regardless of content, were also seen as an
important data point to collect. Administrators were asked how many years they spent in the
classroom before they entered administration. Two large groups were identified in this question’s
responses. Both groups had 33.3% (n=5) respectively in their responses of either 4-6 years of
experience or 10-12 years of experience. The complete analysis of administrators’ experience as
educators can be seen in Fig. 3.

Figure 3

Experience as an administrator in regards to campus was also seen as important to the
study. Participants were asked what campuses (Elementary, Junior High/Middle School, High
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School) they had experience being an administrator. This was asked since different requirements
are apparent in regards to the type of campus. The analysis of administrator responses can be
seen in Fig. 4, with a nearly even split between the three categories reported.

Figure 4

Participants with experience in a secondary campus were asked to provide the
classification of their respective campuses—both past and present. These classifications relate to
the general population of the campus. Junior high or middle school campuses with 7th and 8thgrade students report using the “Class C” system, and those campuses with the addition of 9thgrade students report using the “Class B” system. Each of these systems pertains to campus
student enrollments. Table 3 illustrates the analysis of the classification system.
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High schools use a similar system based on student enrollment. Each of the campuses
classified using this system uses the “Class A” system to determine similarly sized campuses
with which to compete. Table 4 illustrates the analysis of the classification system. It is
important to note that all elementary campuses do not follow any classification system in terms
of size or competition since it is not common practice for students to participate in competition
settings until they have reached a secondary campus. Participants were able to provide
information and clarification on this topic and the rationales behind the respective classification
systems.
Campus Background
Administrators were then asked to describe the music programs that were offered on their
respective campuses, both past and present. Questions pertaining to both specialized programs as
well as music educator allotment were asked. The following section pertains to questions 5-12,
and 14 from the interview questions in Table 2. Responses to each question were collected and
will be discussed in the following section.
Participants were asked to specify the campuses they had experience with in regards to
federal funding. Those administrators with experience working in Title I schools and who
received funding reported as such. It is important to note that 86.7% of the campuses reported by
the participants were classified as Title I and received funding. Fig. 5 illustrates the analysis of
campuses in regards to Title I status.
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Figure 5

Each of the participants was asked as to which of the Education Service Centers (ESC)
their campus reported. Administrators reported both past and current campuses in their
responses. Each ESC region pertains to a specific region in the state of Texas and provides
campuses with educational support. Fig. 6 shows the ESC regions that the participants have
experience reporting with and only provides the general location of the campuses in regards to
which service center provides support.
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Figure 6

With regard to each participant’s respective campuses, both past and present, the
researcher asked for participants to describe the various music programs that were offered on
each campus. Fig. 7 shows the various music program the participants have offered on their
respective campuses.

Figure 7
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It is important to note that some participants reported having experience at multiple campuses
and multiple campus age groups (i.e., an administrator had experience as an elementary principal
and a high school principal during the course of their career). It was also asked of participants to
provide the number of music teachers they had on campus to meet the music instruction
requirements.

Figure 8

As with the previous question, Fig. 8 shows response data from participants. Some
administrators also reported experience in multiple campus settings. In the elementary campuses
reported, it was the norm that a single music educator provides instruction to the entire campus.
It was also seen that secondary campuses reported an average of three music personnel on staff
that provided music instruction for students. In regards to full-time equivalency (FTE), it was
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deemed appropriate to ask participants if the personnel who provided music instruction on
campus were full-time music educators or if they served as part-time in some capacity

Figure 9

(i.e., were the part-time employees shared with another campus or used to teach another subject
on the same campus). Fig. 9 illustrates the analysis of FTE of music personnel as reported by the
participants. With regard to the responses provided, 62.5% of the music personnel employed
were considered full-time, and 37.5% conserved as either part-time with their time split between
campuses or they taught other subjects as needed.
It was also important to specify what other duties the music personnel performed or
provided in addition to their instruction. These responsibilities were categorized as: lunch duty,
before-school duty, and after-school duty. Fig. 10 illustrates the analysis of reported extra duties
assigned by administrators. It is also important to note that, as reported by some participants,
some educators were assigned multiple duties as needed. The data represents what duties are
assigned per administrator and not by the educator.
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Figure 10

Participants were also asked to discuss the longevity of their music personnel. In relation to their
viewpoint, participants were asked to describe the point at which they believe each of their
personnel is at in their respective careers. Most participants opted to estimate rather than
determine the number of years that were left in any of their music educators’ careers. Fig. 11
shows the perceived stage which personnel has attained. A small majority can be noted in that
personnel who are viewed in the middle stage of their career.

50
Figure 11

In relation to the previous interview question, participants were asked to provide approximately
how many years each of the music personnel were employed on their respective campuses. This
was to distinguish any correlation between perceived stage in a career with current employment
retention. Fig. 12 illustrates the analysis of each reported personnel’s amount of years spent on
the participants’ respective campuses. It is important to note 64.5% of reported personnel have
spent less than six years on any of the participant’s respective campuses.

Figure 12
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Understanding what administrators offer in regards to music classes, personnel, and potential
funding available, plays a role in answering both research questions.
During the course of this study, it was important to determine how administrators were
prepared to evaluate music educators. Several questions concerning this topic were discussed and
used in the course of the semi-structured interviews. In order to best conclude Texas
administrators’ training, both formal and informal forms of preparation were considered and
ultimately deemed appropriate for interviews. Interview questions 16 through 28 were used to
help directly answer this research question. Each interview question’s response data will be
illustrated and discussed in this section.
Research Question 1: In what ways are Texas administrators trained to evaluate music educators
in the classroom?
During the interview, participants were asked if they had any instructional experience as
a music educator.

Figure 13
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There were 93.3% (n=14) of participants that responded with no prior instructional experience as
a music educator, with 6.7% (n=1) of participants answering in the affirmative. This is pertinent
to the research question due to the majority of administrators not having practical experience
teaching music in the classroom. Fig. 13 illustrates this question data. It is also important to
highlight that participants did not hesitate to acknowledge this perceived lack of experience.
Without the experience of teaching music, one administrator equated music instruction
with any other subject that he did not have instructional experience. “Alright, do I know how to
teach somebody to play saxophone, flute, drums? No, I do not know how to do that. When I'm
sitting in a class, and I'm watching a teacher work with students in another subject that I’m not
an expert, it’s just like I'm not an expert on physics either.” The participant who reported that he
did have experience teaching music stated that he was a former band director.
Figure 14
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Administrators were also asked to rate their confidence in pedagogical music knowledge.
The data shown in Fig 14 show that 66.7% (n=10) of participants responded, on a scale of 1-10,
in the bottom two categories (1-4). This is worth noting because, without pedagogical knowledge
of the subject, an administrator may not have enough information to make an informed decision
or rating of a music educator’s performance. It is also important to note that the remaining
participants who answered with a five (5) or greater did so even though the majority of that
group did not have instructional experience as music educators.
It was also important to understand, in a more informal form, what music instruction
administrators in this study experienced. The following figure illustrates reporting
administrators’ ability to read music. This data shown is only reflective of the directly reported
forms of music instruction given by the participants. In terms of administrators’ ability to read
music, 46.7% (n=7) reported still maintaining the skill of reading music, with 33.3% (n=5) not
reporting the skill and 20.0% (n=3) having learned to read music in the past. This is shown in
Fig. 15.

Figure 15
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Administrators’ previous music education experience was seen as a possible form of
preparation in evaluating music teacher effectiveness. It is important to note that participants
reported multiple music education experiences. Of the responding participants, 11 administrators
reported having attended a general music class in elementary, with four not reporting a music
educational experience until in secondary grade levels. This is shown in Fig. 16.

Figure 16

Administrators reporting music experiences in secondary grade levels are shown in Fig. 17. It is
important to note that some participants reported multiple music learning experiences. Also
important to highlight is the fact that all participants reported some form of music instruction
while in secondary grade levels, with the smallest amount of time spent in a music classroom
being at least one academic school year.
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Figure 17

Of the participants who reported formal music experiences, only 13.3% (n=2) reported
having collegiate music classes, with one of the participants being the former band director. It is
also important to note that 20.0% (n=3) reported having music experience outside of academia.
This is not shown in any of the figures. Much of what administrators reported as to the logic
behind not continuing their music education can be best stated by one of the administrators. “…I
needed to focus on what I was going to actually do in life...I had to make a decision, and I had to
quit band so that I could fit more things in…” It is also important to discuss that 93.3% (n=14) of
participants reported enjoying music either in their leisure or in general. These points of data and
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figures demonstrate that the enjoyment of music, as well as formal music education, may play a
role in preparing administrators when they enter a music classroom.
In regards to what participants wanted to know more about music, some participants
answered in favor of music education. Responses are demonstrated in Fig. 18 and were split into
four main groups: learn to play an instrument, read music, evaluation techniques, and pedagogy
practices.

Figure 18

It is important to note that 53.3% (n=8) of participants responded with a desire to know more
about music education either in terms of pedagogical practices or how to more accurately
evaluate the educators of the field and 46.6% (n=7) of responses learning toward a more personal
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musical achievement. One administrator had this to say about their desire to know more about
music education.
I think that not knowing the nuances of what a music teacher is looking for when they are
in class with their students. Like what are they doing when they're warming up? When
they're warming up their voices? What is that teacher expecting to be occurring when
they're in their sections and they're working with the soprano section? What are they
actually wanting to hear, see, and have that group do? I miss out on not knowing exactly
what their purpose is in some of the things that they're doing, and that causes me stress.

This demonstrates how administrators recognize areas of growth, either personal or professional,
and. in reflection, desire to improve their music knowledge. This shows how administrators
recognize their limitations in music knowledge and how it can play a role in the evaluation of
music educators.

Figure 19

When asked about their expectation when entering a music classroom, participants
responded within four common themes. It is important to note that the majority of participants,
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73.3% (n=11), look for either student engagement or classroom management as their primary
expectation of demonstration of mastery in a music classroom. Fig. 19 illustrates all participants’
responses. An area of note in this data point is the fact that none of the participants look for
content knowledge but rather an instructional technique. This narrows an administrator’s focus in
the classroom to the general instructional practices of the educator rather than the content. It is
also important to note that 66.7% (n=10) of administrators reported these expectations in a music
classroom are universal regardless of the content or instructor, with 33.3% (n=5) admitting these
expectations are not implemented or practiced universally on their campus. These responses are
illustrated in Fig. 20 and are labeled accordingly.

Figure 20

These results demonstrate how administrators, who enter music classrooms, may not universally
implement a standard system of expectations. Also, recognizing that these individual systems of
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expectations may not be implemented with a music classroom in mind may play a role in what
prepares an administrator for music educator evaluation. Each of the answers provided in Fig. 19
is understandably attainable expectations, but understanding that some may be seen as more
important by some administrators may lead to inconsistency of expectations.
In response to the question of what professional development or training they received
that they felt prepared them to evaluate a music classroom, participants unanimously stated that
there was no formal training in how to evaluate a music educator. There were some
administrators who stated that the training they received to help with general education was more
than applicable to any classroom—including music classroom. One administrator recalls both an
observation as an appraiser and a separate training they attended as a foreign language educator
and how that helped them apply those skills to their music educator evaluation technique.
As an administrator, you know we're really taught to see good instruction. It doesn't
matter if I understand the content. I remember one of the first observations I did was in a
high school calculus class, and I'm not a math person. I can absolutely tell you that that
didn't translate well in my brain, but I could tell whether the instruction was solid or not
based on the strategies that were being employed. The same can be very similar in music.
I would say that the best trainings that I received was from educators who were teaching
with music. Despite, you know, not being music-based, the training I attended as a
teacher where they would incorporate songs to teach verb conjugations and things of that
matter, and so as a teacher, that's how I taught… the better they know their content, the
better I can evaluate them using their content to reach their kids.

This demonstrates some administrators’ confidence in evaluating music educators based on
universal instruction techniques. This knowledge of how to best reach students regardless of
content can play a role in the preparedness of administrators in evaluation.
When asked whether administrators sought veteran appraisers for guidance in appraising
music educators, 33.3% (n=5) responded in the affirmative, with 66.7% (n=10) that stated they
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did not seek veteran appraisers for assistance. Fig. 21 illustrates the data from this interview
question.

Figure 21

One administrator stated the following in regards to having a resource expert to contact for help
in music educator evaluation.
I'm going to tell you if you could find me somebody that's an expert, I would love that.
I’m going to tell you that every administrator I've ever talked with about it, and I've
always said, “I don't know that how fair the evaluation tools are for some of our
electives.” I say it all the time. In the previous district where I worked, I had to evaluate a
librarian with the same evaluation tool as my educators. Do you have any idea how
difficult that is? Who knows how to do that?

This demonstrates that administrators rely on their own training to evaluate or feel as though
they do not know who to contact for help in evaluating more specialized contents. This may play
a role in administrators’ preparedness in evaluating music educators.
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Another element that may be seen as instrumental in preparing administrators for music
educator evaluation is whether they use music classrooms to calibrate their administration teams’
evaluative practices.

Figure 22

The figure above (Fig. 22) illustrates the responses from administrators to evaluative calibration.
Of the responses from participants, 66.7% (n=10) reported having never used a music educator’s
classroom or instruction to calibrate their administration teams’ evaluation practices. This can be
seen as a primary factor in an administrator’s preparation in evaluating a music educator due to
not having the experience of informal evaluating as an administration team before conducting
formal observations. Of the participants who stated that they had used a music educator’s
classroom to calibrate as an evaluator team, the former music educator participant stated the
following.
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We did it side by side so that I could see what she [the other administrator] was looking
at as far as the rubric. She could ask me questions about the music, and so we kind of
collaborated as far as it goes. With music, she would ask me questions about what were
they doing. “What does this mean when she [the music educator] says, ‘tongue and no
slurring?’ What does that mean? What's articulation?” So she could get more of the
technical musical things because she's going to understand more in a Language Arts
classroom. She's going to understand inferencing and grammar and all that, but she's not
going to get part of music instruction. So I was asking her, what would you put that into
the rubric? It was a really good conversation.

This demonstrates that using a music classroom as a calibration setting can help clear any
confusing or misinterpreted elements in a music classroom and, by consequence, better prepare
an administrator for a more accurate evaluation team member.
Relating to Hypothesis 1
With the information given, it is appropriate to address the given hypothesis for this
research question. The initial hypothesis for the first research question is as follows: Ways Texas
administrators are trained to evaluate music educators in the classroom may include T-TESS
calibration in music classrooms, mentorship programs with veteran administrators, and other
professional development. In response to the hypothesis, each element in the hypothesis will be
discussed.

Calibration
Given the current results from the participants, it is clear that there is a small population
of administrators who calibrate using a music educator’s classroom. Due to the data of this study,
calibration is a clear way for administrators to prepare for evaluating in a music classroom, but it
is neglected. In response to this portion of the hypothesis, calibration is a viable and useful tool
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for administrators to use when forming initial impressions of a music education classroom. This
practice can be used to effectively prepare administrators for evaluation.
Mentorship Programs with Veteran Administrators
According to the responses given, the majority of participants in this study admit to not
using veteran appraisers as a resource when evaluating music classrooms. Using the given
response from an administrator, having someone who is an expert would be of monumental help
to prepare otherwise unprepared administrators for evaluation. In response to this portion of the
hypothesis, administrators do not use this resource enough to warrant its efficacy in the
preparation of administrators for the evaluation of music educators. Mentorships only exist if
facilitated by the administrators themselves rather than having an established network.
Professional Development
Also, pertaining to the data, specific professional development pertaining to the
evaluation of music education classrooms in Texas does not exist. Administrators who did attend
professional development that they felt could bridge this gap did feel that overall instruction
practices were able to be somewhat implemented. In response to this portion of the hypothesis,
professional development to improve administrators’ preparation for evaluating music
classrooms specifically does not exist at the time of this study—much of the development that
administrators have resorted to has been either self-driven or bridged from other pieces of
trainings. An administrator stated about lack of training in music evaluation.
I’ve resorted to a lot of research on my own part after I have observed [a music teacher] if
there's something that I'm not sure about, or I might look at best practices and in teaching
a specific skill and sometimes just reaching out to the teacher helps…I guess you could
say to music teachers for the times that I have not had that [knowledge], it's been a
research conversation with the teachers and just kind of reflecting together to see how it
could be evaluated.
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Research Question 2: What are the perspectives of Texas administrators concerning their
preparedness in the appraisal of music educators in the classroom using the T-TESS model?
In cooperation with the previous research question, it was important to fully understand
the participants’ perspectives on their own preparation and using the T-TESS model as a tool to
help them in their evaluation practices. Several questions concerning this research question were
discussed and used in the course of the semi-structured interviews. Interview questions 15, 2949, as referenced in Table 2, were used to answer this research question. Each appropriate
element of the T-TESS evaluation system was addressed, illustrated, and discussed in this
section.
Participants were asked about the forms of observations they used in the evaluation of all
of their educators regardless of content. The options that appraisers reported were announced
observations where the educator has knowledge of what day and class the appraiser will be
present, unannounced observations where educators may be given a broad window of time where
an administrator will arrive for an observation or a combination of both. The analysis of
participant responses is shown in Fig. 23.
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Figure 23

It is important to note that the majority of administrators, 46.7% (n=7), prefer a blended
combination of observation practices. In order to explain this rationale, an administrator had this
to share.
For all educators, we do a combination. I begin with unannounced, and then I kind of
dabble into announced because it is for [teachers] to show you the best they've got and
what that needs to look like. Choosing announced will then kind of help define what they
believe is exemplar, perfect, or what a really good lesson is. I then move back to
unannounced. So now I’m going to give a window—an announced window. The teacher
won't know the exact day or class period that I will come in. The pre-conference will help
give both of us an idea and kind of drive that down to a reasonable window. Also,
because of the pre-conference, the teacher can share with me if they’re taking a test on
Friday. Well, obviously, I'm not going to come in and appraise on Friday. So that preconference will help scale that window down…Teachers need some sort of structure
around that because I, myself, was assessed with a two-week window, and I found that
really stressful. It was a hard thing because you're trying to stay kind of attentive to the
fact that somebody could walk in. Not because you're hiding anything, but there's certain
things you want an appraiser to see. To make sure they see that you're the full breadth of
what a lesson would be. However, that's not always what it looks like.
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Figure 24

It was also important to describe any experience with previous teacher evaluation tools and have
them compare them to the current T-TESS model. Participants were asked to list their previous
evaluation tools and select the one most appropriate for music educator evaluation. Fig. 24
illustrates the analysis of administrators’ experience using evaluation tools. It is important to note
that some participants did not have any administrative perspective of other evaluation tools. Of
the responses provided, 60.0% (n=9) of participants have had experience using former evaluation
tools. The former evaluation tools used were known as the Teacher Appraisal System (TAS) and
the Professional Development and Appraisal System (PDAS). When asked to compare the TTESS system with previous evaluation tools, the nine participants responded that the current
system, T-TESS, is the most appropriate for music educators. This is shown in Fig. 25. There
were two participants who deemed either TAS or PDAS tools as most effective. Their responses
will be shown below.
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Figure 25

The following is an excerpt from an interview with an administrator who felt that T-TESS was
the most appropriate tool for music teacher evaluation.
I felt like PDAS was almost like an “I got you!” It was looking for what was wrong and
was very much used and could be used as far as employment termination goes. One thing
I appreciate and the biggest thing was T-TESS being a big step in the right direction and
just providing the support. It's a coaching model, and it's a support model, and so it's no
longer that “I got you!” …. And so when we have those conversations facilitated by the
T-TESS model, I can say, “I rated you here because this is what I saw. Is there anything
else that you would add to it that maybe I didn't recognize as part of best practice in your
field?” And so, a lot of times, it's just conversation that is able to take place that PDAS
didn’t necessarily allow.

This excerpt comes from a participant who felt that TAS was the most appropriate tool for music
teacher evaluation.
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I honestly think I would say that the TAS was better because it's more open-ended. It
allowed for you, an appraiser, to have a more flexible space to evaluate that person. TTESS, in my opinion, is very academic structured because it talks about, you know, the
academic language. That is difficult to always find that in a music classroom, whereas
TAS, a long time ago, it's more of a generic. Then you were able to script what you saw,
and you were able to give more open-ended feedback. I know what TAS was because I
can see that actual form in my head and how it allowed for a lot of flexibility. That's
probably when the state got rid of it because it's too flexible. As an appraiser, you have to
make the document work for you. TAS didn’t make me work as hard for it to work for
me.

It was also important to break down the T-TESS model into manageable portions so they
could be examined individually. This was done so that participants could address each of the
elements of the model individually and discuss their perspectives. Participants were asked the
approximate number of informal walkthroughs they conducted before establishing a preconference. The responses were collected and are illustrated in Fig. 26.

Figure 26
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It is important to note that 66.7% (n=10) of the participants were most comfortable with at least
three completed walkthrough observations before scheduling a pre-conference with an educator.
One elementary administrator who aligned with this practice stated the following in regards to
walkthroughs.
I should be in every room every day—no excuse not to. So my teachers and students are
not surprised when I'm walking in—again. We do that more for observation and feedback
and coaching and not evaluation necessarily. We’re building a culture of collective
responsibility to grow. I'm in a lot of times, and I should be in every classroom every day.
I'm not saying it always works out that way, but I do my best…and my expectation for
myself is that I've been in those rooms at least two or three times a week.

When asked if they completed any walkthroughs after a completed pre-conference and before
formal observation, 73.3% (n=11) of participants stated, for the most part, they do not conduct
any additional walkthroughs for that educator. This can be seen in Fig. 27.

Figure 27
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It is also important to note that 26.7% (n=4) of participants stated that they continue to conduct
walkthroughs with their educators since much of the motive of the walkthrough is not directly
connected with the formal observation.
Figure 28

Another question asked in the interview was for participants to answer whether they felt
that music educators were easier or harder than non-music educators in terms of evaluation.
Administrators also were able to answer that both parties were equal in terms of evaluation
difficulty as well as stipulate how music educators and non-music educators were different. The
data from these responses is illustrated in Fig. 28. Participants were able to explain their
rationale for their answers. Below is a response from an administrator who believes that music
educators are more difficult to evaluate than non-music educators.
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I would probably say harder. Anytime you're observing somebody that you're not
necessarily familiar with their content, it’s more work. If I had to observe a chemistry
class or a dual-language class, it's going to be a little bit more challenging. That's why,
hopefully, the pre-conference will help you sort of set the stage of what I actually am
going to be looking and listening for. So that's where all those questions, hopefully, are
answered, and you can discuss all those things. Today I went into a dual-language class,
and I observed that teacher using T-TESS. For a dual-language, that was completely in
Spanish, and I didn’t understand anything the teacher said. It would be the same thing as
if I was in band or choir. I possibly might not understand the whole thing because, you
know, I'm don't know that much about the language of choir or the language of band but,
“good teaching is good teaching,” right? However, I was able to, before the lesson, talk
over things [with the teacher], and I knew what was happening. So, even in a foreign
language, I was able to sort of grab the gist of what was going on…but am I really the
best person to provide an accurate appraisal for the dual-language teacher? A music
teacher?

Below is an excerpt from an administrator who felt that evaluating music educators in
comparison to non-music educators was conditionally different.
I think they have different challenges. When you're evaluating a math teacher, you can
look at the exact lesson cycle you're supposed to follow. They've got this exact lesson
1
3
plan, and the content is very concrete. Math is very concrete. I know 2 is equal to 6. It’s
very low-level thinking but also easy to evaluate. You can't really argue with that sort of
thing, and so you're looking at those concepts when you're looking at that content area.
It’s very concrete and rigid. The pedagogical techniques should be the same. We should
see engagement. We should see calling on all the kids; we should see laps going around
the room. We should see that student engagement in music classes as well. When I am
doing a music classroom evaluation, and notice that most of the questioning it's already
higher-level thinking. So I think the music teachers have kind of an unfair advantage
because when you're asking a kid to read and decode a note and turn it from a dot on the
page, that probably half the school can't tell you what that means, and then translate it to
a sound. Take that note and match it with this kid next to you, and then take that note and
put it in a phrase. I mean, it's also higher-level thinking. They have the distinct advantage
because their questioning doesn't have to work as hard to be at a higher level. It’s specific
because just asking them to play the note is a higher-level thinking.

Understanding that each participant has a unique take on evaluation demonstrates how seriously
they take the practice. One such administrator who felt that music educators were actually easier
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to evaluate felt that much of what made it easy was the communication and relationship she had
formed with her music educators.
The next question for the participants was for them to describe, in their own perspectives,
how they felt their professional relationship was between administrator and music educator.
Collectively, each participant stated that they established and maintained positive and effective
relationships with their music educators. One administrator spoke about her relationships with
her educators and how it was the relationship that helped foster productive conversation. Below
is an excerpt of her response.
I would say all my relationships were open. You have to be. I mean, in order for
[educators] to feel comfortable with you have to have an open conversation. I know that.
Going back to a previous relationship—we just had open dialogue. “Hey, I'm struggling
with this,” “Hey, I'm working on this,” “How do you feel about this?” It was more of a
conversation than an official sit-down conference and, “here's your appraisal.” To me, it
was more of a growth mindset than any evaluation. I would think that was my goal
working with the music teacher that was here before. It was more of a dialogue. When
they would ask what to do, and I didn’t have an answer, I asked, “what do you think you
should do?” I didn't have the skill set to be able to tell them. But perhaps through
conversation, they could come to it on their own and apply that lens of a music teacher to
it. I wouldn't know how to fix it. But if I make them aware, “Hey, I'm seeing this, what
do you think you should do then?” They could come to their own.

Another participant had this to say about their relationships with their music educators on her
campus.
I think they're great! I continually told my Fine Arts department that I am a huge
supporter of the Fine Arts. My elementary career was spent in a Montessori magnet
school for visual and performing arts, and so I saw what it did for kids—especially kids
of poverty and kids that were low learning levels. I could see that impact. You know,
math and science and reading and all that may not have been what they were really good
at, but they were phenomenal singers. They're phenomenal artists—things like that. So I
saw the value for all kids in the Fine Arts.
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From these responses, it is clear that each of the participants valued the relationships they
developed with their music educators and how that steeped into other aspects of their
perspective.
Instructional coaching is seen as a primary responsibility for those individuals in
administrative roles. During the course of the interviews, participants were asked if they
practiced instructional coaching with their music educators and, if so, what that was like for
them. An illustration of the responses from this interview question is depicted in Fig. 29.

Figure 29

It is important to note that 66.7% (n=10) of the responses admitted to not practicing instructional
coaching with their music educators, and only 33.3% (n=5) of participants did practice
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instructional coaching with their music educators. This data can be linked with the subsequent
question asked of the participants. Immediately after this question was answered by participants,
they were asked how effective they felt communication was between themselves and their music
teachers. Administrators were asked to delineate whether the communication was equally
productive, effectively one-sided, or non-existent. Responses have been illustrated in Fig. 30.
Figure 30

The two questions and responses can be linked to each other. Using these two points of data as
evidence, it can be stated that those participants who experience effective communication with
their music educators also practice instructional coaching with their music educators.
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Participants were also asked about what they felt was the most important element when
they were evaluating music educators using T-TESS. Of the responses, the most popular
response by 33.3% (n=5) of the participants was the facet of student engagement. Fig. 31 shows
the analysis of the various responses given by the participants.

Figure 31

When asked to explain their response, a participant stated the following as his rationale for
student engagement as his element of importance.
The most important element really is just the engagement. It's really good to see the kids
that have bought into whatever is they're doing at the time. You know they're taking it
seriously, not goofing around. You know, and it starts with the knowledge of the teacher.
If the teacher has the engagement, they're going to be able to give them the “why” or the
“buy-in,” and then, in return, the kids are going to give him their efforts. So when I walk
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in, and I see those kids engaged in whatever it is they're doing, whether it's learning a
section, actually singing a song, the engagement is probably one of the most overt
elements I am looking for as an administrator.
Another participant was asked to explain her response to this question. Below is an excerpt of
her choosing to have an open mind as her most important element in evaluation.
I think an open mind is very important. I think a teacher who trusts me to come in with an
open mind, looking for the best in them, looking with the willingness to give them good
feedback to help them grow, that person is comfortable. When I'm in the room, they're
doing their best because they're not nervous or worried or trying to put on a show. So I
think an open mind is very important and I think that comes with time… I want to
understand their content. I want to understand their passion before I want them to try to
understand where I'm coming from and so that fosters that trust, I think, in the teacher
relationship.

It was at this point in the interview that participants were asked what they perceived was
their music educators’ greatest challenge. Three main themes emerged as primary issues outlined
by participants. Fig. 32 illustrates the responses provided by administrators. Classroom
management, curriculum innovation, and understanding a music educator’s role on campus each
received 26.7% (n=4) of the responses.

Figure 32
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It is important to note that of the responses provided, each participant vehemently defended their
response. Excerpts for each of the three main themes are provided below. The first excerpt is
from a participant that felt that music educators’ greatest challenge was to understand their role.
So some of the obstacles that I have found is just the lack of understanding, in a way, the
weight that the core curriculum carries. The core [contents’] responsibilities carry them.
An entire school is graded and rated up on math and reading scores. Yes, I know that
everybody feels passionate about the content that they're in. Music feels very passionate
about themselves, and sometimes it's hard to see past those blinders. I'm not saying “no”
to be mean; it's just I have to prioritize the core right now. Sometimes that's hard and not
necessarily very practical. It's hard for a teacher to see outside of their passion and their
content to see the burden that some of our core content classes have to carry. It’s an
unfortunate game we all have to play.

This next excerpt came from a participant who felt that classroom management was the greatest
obstacle to address for her music educators.
I think, across the board, just because of the size of music classrooms, it's always
classroom management…They know their content backwards and forwards—everything
that has to do with music, but they're often dealing with 50 plus students in a class. That's
hard for anybody. Until they get that rapport and they use their love of their content to fill
the minds and bodies of the students, then it is a little bit of a struggle. It’s not because
they're not good teachers. It's not because they weren't taught; it's just a bear.

The following is a response from an administrator who felt that curriculum innovation is a big
challenge for her music educator.
I would say the biggest challenge is she's complacent. Things are really kind of “the way
we've always done it,” and I think with technology and the things that we can do now,
there can be more…I think there are a lot more things that would be far more engaging
for kids to dabble in, and new instructional techniques that would probably be a little
more engaging to learn the same craft, but to do it for the kids of today. I think it takes
somebody's willingness to go that direction and see a need to go that direction, but I
would say that's not where we're at now.
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Participants were also asked about what they wished music educators knew about their
perspectives as appraisers. Each of the answers was varied in theme and depth, but each
participant expressed the difficulty of the question. Most desired for their music educators to
understand how much they were supported. One participant chose to answer this question using
the following response.
That's hard— it's a very hard question. In reality, I think that I would want to say to them,
“relax and enjoy what you're doing because that shows up in your teaching. Don't stress
about it,” That’s a different perspective altogether and a different mindset. I really just want
the kids to love music in life. I need that to be fed off of that teacher, and I'll make T-TESS
work for that teacher. There's a joy that has to be in school, and joy comes explicitly from
those classes that kids want to take. That joy has to come from the top down. So I guess
really to answer that question if you were to ask me what do I want them to know? I want
them to know that I'm in that classroom, and I want to enjoy it just as much as they do.

Another administrator had this to say in response to the question.
I hope they know that I'm not out to get anybody. I truly believe that T-TESS is about
growth, and so that I'm looking for the good stuff that's going on. I'm not looking for,
“oh, that was a bad question, minus ten” It's, “I'm waiting for a higher-order thinking
question. OK, there's one, great! check you get it.” It's really about finding the great
things that are going on in class and focusing on the great. It’s also helping them grow
musically and grow as teachers and even incorporate things that they may not think
would help. So my perspective is I'm really looking for the best and then trying to just
maybe focus on one area where I think they could improve.

The administrators were also asked about their current level of confidence in evaluating
music educators. With the responses given, 86.7% (n=13) admitted to the affirmative, and 13.3%
(n=2) stated they did not feel confident enough to currently evaluate a music educator effectively
using the T-TESS model. The responses to this question are illustrated in Fig. 33.
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Figure 33

It is important to note that the two participants who responded negatively did so with the logic
that they would not be able to help a music educator as effectively as a non-music educator. Both
participants’ excerpts are shown below.
I could evaluate on best practice as a teacher. Could I evaluate them on T-TESS? To an
extent, yes. Can I evaluate them on using TEKS and make sure to really grow them and
their students in the content? Probably not the best that I could for other teachers. I could,
just to check off for T-TESS, but to do justice by them as a professional, probably not.
Mainly because we're not in PLCs with them—I would be learning in those PLCs. I am
sure they know the TEKS and what they’re doing and all that stuff, but there's no
conversations happening.

No. I feel confident that I can see success in a classroom. I would not have confidence
telling them, “You really need to work on blank.” Especially if it's a specific music skill.
I can easily tell them procedures, all the different workings of a classroom, setting up a
lesson…but just specific music learning, that’s different.
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Participants were also asked if their respective music programs’ contest or festival ratings
were used in the evaluation of their music teachers. Each of the participants stated that this was
not in current practice and did not fit the T-TESS model. One participant responded that he did
use festival scores under a different evaluation tool in the past but currently did not feel it was
appropriate now. Many of the participants likened the practice to measuring a core content
teacher by their students’ STAAR scores.
Each of the administrators was asked about the post-conference procedure. It is at this
point in the evaluation process that music educators receive their appraisal ratings.
Administrators were asked if they experienced any form of push-back or objection over a
particular rating from a music educator. The responses to this question are represented in Fig. 34.

Figure 34
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With the responses given, 73.3% (n=11) stated that they had never experienced push-back from a
music educator during a post-conference. Of the 26.7% (n=4) of participants that stated they did
experience push-back, most had an experience similar to the one described by the following
excerpt.
Yes, mine did not like one of the items that I gave him a lower score on. He was pretty
upset about it. After a thoughtful conversation, he understood. It's just like any other
teacher. If they have a question about it, that's why you have that facilitated at postconference.

In response to the corresponding question of whether or not this perceived push-back resulted in
conflict with the educator, all participants stated that no conflict of note was a result of the rating
or post-conference.
The participants were asked to describe where their music educators fell on their
administrative radar in regards to any need for intervention. This intervention was interpreted as
a need for instructional coaching, increased walkthroughs, or any action that required more
attention from the administrator.

Figure 35
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The responses to this interview question are represented in Fig. 35. Responses were generalized
into three main themes: most, moderate, and the lowest amount of intervention needed by the
administrator. With the responses given, 60.0% (n=9) of the participants placed their music
educators in the lowest level category. When asked why an administrator would place her music
educator in a higher-intervention category, the participant stated the following.
My last music teacher slipped to a higher category, and I don't know if that was life or
something else. We were beginning to have more and more conversations with that
person, but for the most part, I just think back about every administrative team I've ever
been on. The music classrooms have been kind of like a kindergarten classroom. The
reason I say that is because you can go in there, and you can just get lost and just feel all
warm and fuzzy inside. And so those are most often the classrooms that we neglect.
When taught correctly, you're hearing great sounds coming out of there, right? So you
can walk by and think, “no, oh, they're doing alright. I don't need to check in on them.”
So they most often get overlooked and not get maybe as much feedback as they should.
Just because you think you can judge whether the classroom and the instruction is going
well without even looking in a window is when some educators unknowingly need more
intervention, and that’s my fault.

Understanding that music educators’ needs may change or that administrators’ presence in the
classroom may seem uncommitted plays a role in answering this research question.
Since community involvement is a domain listed on the T-TESS model as a measurable
goal, participants were asked to describe their music educators’ impact on their respective
communities. All participants responded that they were satisfied with their music educators’
involvement in either the school community or the local community. All administrators in their
interviews recognized the importance of community engagement. A middle school administrator
had this to say about his music educators’ impact on the school culture.
When I look at the football team, they really identify with the high school. When I look at
our band and choir programs, that’s our school. Those kids are performing for us and
representing us here. I don't see them thinking that I'm a part of the high school program.
So the impact they have is huge because those kids are learning great people skills and
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interaction skills, and they’re the foundation of our culture here on campus. Those are the
kids that are setting what we're hoping to be our foundation of the school culture, so it's
huge, and everybody seems to know them. Everyone knows the choir director because
he's out there and he's interacting with everybody. They know the band directors because
they interact with everybody, or they may have been through band at some point. They
know almost as many kids as you know the registrar does. So yeah, it's a huge impact.

In relation to educators who are in STAAR tested contents, participants were asked to
discuss how music educators fell in terms of priority of appraisal. With the responses given,
66.7% (n=10) of participants stated that their music educators were equally as important as any
of their teachers during evaluation. These responses are illustrated in Fig. 36.

Figure 36
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The participants who admitted to some level of prioritization stated that it was mostly due to
oversight. When asked to explain his rationale for placing music educators at a lower level of
priority, one participant stated the following.
I would say there's a prioritization. It's the music teacher who falls on a lower prioritization
than STAAR-tested subjects or even other subjects that aren’t tested. That isn't to say we
don't plan and aren't intentional about how we get into our music teacher’s class. But the
honest truth is, of coursed that if I've got two teachers who I haven't seen for two weeks and
one of them is a music teacher and one of them is the 5th-grade reading teacher. I will most
likely go see the 5th-grade reading teacher.

An interview question that can be related to this topic asked participants to state whether or not
they have witnessed discrepancies in T-TESS appraisal ratings between music educators and
STAAR-tested content educators. The responses provided by the participants are illustrated in
Fig. 37. It is important to note that a significant portion of the responses, 46.7% (n=7), stated that
discrepancies did exist.

Figure 37
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When asked to explain or provide an example of a perceived discrepancy, one administrator
stated the following.
From the very beginning, one part of evaluating music educators that has stood out to me
is the differentiation and feedback piece of T-TESS. Our music educators score far, far
higher than my general education or my core content teachers just because of the nature
of their program of what they're doing. They're literally giving one-on-one feedback or
small group feedback non-stop during an entire class period. Whereas with my traditional
classrooms, that feedback is more spread out, and it's after some of the assessment or
even a common formative assessment within the classroom. So the amount of feedback
that students get from their instructors in general education classrooms versus music
education classrooms is far less and lower. So I've seen my music educators score higher
in those categories right across the board.

Administrators were also asked to rate the effectiveness of the T-TESS model in
correlation with music educator effectiveness. With the responses given, 53.3% (n=8) of
participants connected the T-TESS model with teacher effectiveness, and 46.7% (n=7) felt that
music educator effectiveness was not impacted by the model. The results are illustrated in Fig.
38. It is important to note that several of the participants stated that it was not the model itself
that was ineffective but rather misused by appraisers.

Figure 38
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When asked to provide more clarification of their responses, two participants each stated that
their interpretation of the T-TESS model left more to be desired when it came to classes outside
core content. Both of their excerpts are below.
Since T-TESS came out, there are so many things, whether it's theater, whether it's music,
just some other elective with hands-on class participation, the more that I struggle with TTESS. I would love to see something more specific for those programs, whether it's choir,
whether it's theatre, or art. There are some important pieces that do fit but especially for
someone that doesn't have that background—they’re at a disadvantage. If there was more
of a guidebook or specific things to look for because I feel as if T-TESS is very focused
on core content instruction, if that makes sense.

I do think that the T-TESS model is more closely aligned with a traditional general
education classroom more than music education. Again, I think that good instruction is
good instruction with meaningful feedback…but I do feel that looking at some of the
domains and scoring metrics, it is more aligned with the traditional fashion. It doesn’t
really fit a music education program.

The final structured question that was posed to the participants during their interviews
was what is one of the most important elements for music educators to understand about the TTESS evaluation process. Multiple responses ranged from having music educators reference the
appraisal rubric to making lessons clear and advocating for themselves in pre-conferences. The
overall consensus that emerged as a prominent theme in the responses was for music educators to
over-communicate with their appraiser. It is this element that was apparent in nearly all
responses.
At the conclusion of the interview, participants were given a chance to add any additional
comments they deemed appropriate. Several chose to contribute, while others did not feel it
appropriate to merely repeat themselves. One participant chose to state the following in regard to
T-TESS.
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If you really think about what you're there to do as an administrator, T-TESS is effective.
The ineffectiveness is really our fault. It's me not putting you in the same order as I
would put a STAAR teacher. The ineffectiveness is erring on the side of not making them
a priority. So I don't think that's a failing of T-TESS. I think that's a failing of our
prioritization. I think it's all the other things that we do, the bits and pieces of showing
our prioritization in our decision making, in our conversations and our communication,
even the level of communication, in the targeted discussions, and the amount of
walkthroughs. It's not the teachers that's the problem; it's that we prioritize STAAR-tested
teachers over them.

It is important to note that the administrators are the key element in the evaluation process.
Without their perspective, most of the evaluation process cannot take place.
Relating to Hypothesis 2
With the information given, it is appropriate to address the given hypothesis for this
research question. The initial hypothesis for the second research question is as follows:
Perspectives of Texas administrators concerning their preparedness in the appraisal of music
educators in the classroom using the T-TESS model may include lack of confidence in the
content, unclear communication between appraiser and educator, and uncommitted since music
is not a state tested subject. In response to the hypothesis, each element in the hypothesis will be
discussed.
Lack of Confidence in the Content
Participants’ responses to the interview questions demonstrate that lack of confidence in
the content has little effect in preparing an administrator for evaluation. The majority of the
participants did not have experience as music educators, but that did not play a significant role in
whether an administrator felt prepared. It was using the T-TESS model, especially the preconference, that helped bridge the gap and allow for conversation between educator and
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appraiser. Understanding the content, as stated by many of the participants, is immensely
beneficial when conducting evaluations—but it is not the only element to be considered.
Unclear Communication Between Appraiser and Educator
With the information given, it is important to note that effective communication is crucial
for an accurate evaluation of a music educator. The possibility for misunderstanding is greater
when either administrator does not seek out clarification or when an educator does not advocate
for themselves during a conferencing session. Taking advantage of instructional coaching
settings that T-TESS provides can allow for more direct and meaningful conversations between
appraiser and educator. Intentional communication is a foundational element toward a successful
administrator-educator relationship, a more accurate evaluation, and potential growth
opportunities.
Lack of Commitment
Administrators’ responses with regard to prioritization demonstrate that a significant
number of music educators are not given as much priority as other content teachers. This lack of
commitment or unintentional oversight can lead to misinformed evaluations due to more priority
given to tested subjects and their respective educators. Participants admitted to placing music
educators at lower levels of needed intervention which resulted in negative consequences.
Providing equal treatment of all educators is the best preventative for the misinformed
perspective.
Chapter Summary
In this chapter, the researcher presented and discussed the responses to the interview
questions designed in Table 2. Both research questions were answered by the data provided,
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along with addressing the corresponding hypotheses. Administrators do not receive formal
training to help them in evaluating music educators. They are able to use music classrooms to
calibrate their evaluative practices and are receptive to resources from experts. Perspectives
concerning their preparedness are most impacted by communication and prioritization. Little
impact is noted in correlation with a lack of content knowledge.
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSION
The importance of understanding Texas administrators’ perspectives in music classroom
evaluations is crucial to gaining a better understanding of the evaluation process. Gaining a clear
depiction of administrators’ preparation experiences, views, and expectations while in music
classroom evaluations was the purpose of this study. Much of what can be considered a
successful and meaningful evaluation process depends on the perceptions and interpretations
made by administrators. It is unavoidable for any administrator to enter a classroom whose
content is unfamiliar. Recognizing the need for preparation and how to best utilize evaluation
tools in each classroom is important for educator growth. This chapter will highlight the main
points of this study, make connections to previous literature, confirm the significance of this
study, review the limitations of the study, and make recommendations for further research.
Summary of Findings
In response to the initial hypotheses, portions of each of the statements were proven as
valid, with the following elements not being entirely supported by a significant percentage of the
participants. The current findings of the research confirm that administrators are mostly
confident in performing music educator evaluations and administrators’ perceptions concerning
effective administrator-educator communication are positive. In regards to the statement
concerning administrators’ confidence, this can be connected to Hart’s research which stated that
administrators and educators must work as a team of equals rather than in a hierarchy.38 This can
infer the team strategy of effective conversation. The portion of this statement that concerns
administrators’ perspective on communication is in agreement with the research conducted by

38. Kerry Hart, “From an Administrator’s Perspective: Practical Survival Skills for Music Educators,”
Music Educators Journal 90, no. 2 (2003), 45.
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Edgar, which found that the administrators of that study viewed their communication with their
music educators as highly effective.39
Points of hypotheses disproval are lack of content knowledge and not utilizing music
classrooms for evaluative calibration play significant roles in preparing administrators for more
meaningful evaluations. The former is in agreement with Abril’s research which concluded that
many administrators did not have sufficient knowledge of the content to make decisions about
the futures of their respective programs.40 The portion of the statement concerning calibration
corroborates with the research conducted by Lazarus, which found that administrators needed
more exposure to arts classrooms to calibrate their evaluative practices.41 Also included as
contributing factors to disproving portions of the hypotheses are lack of resources in regards to
veteran appraiser mentors who are experts in music educator evaluation and failure to equally
prioritize music classrooms during walkthroughs and evaluations. The former portion of the
statement is in agreement with the report by Gates, Hansen, and Tuttle, which found that
evaluative success was met when experts in art education were able to help provide a meaningful
evaluation tool.42 The latter portion of the statement is in agreement with Gardner’s research
which stated that administrators did not have adequate time to enter classrooms to make

39. Scott Edgar, “Communication of Expectations between Principals and Entry-Year Instrumental Music
Teachers: Implications for Music Teacher Assessment.” Arts Education Policy Review 113, no. 4 (2012): 143.
40. Johanna E. Abril, “The State of Music Education in the Basic General Public Schools of Ecuador: The
Administrators’ Perspective,” International Journal of Music Education 37, no. 3 (August 2019): 385.
41. Julian Lazarus, “Teacher Evaluation in Arts Integration Environments,” (EdD diss., Frostburg State
University, Maryland, 2020), 9, ProQuest Dissertations & Theses Global.
42. Karol Gates, Deb Hansen, and Lynn Tuttle, “Teacher Evaluation in the Arts Disciplines: Three State
Perspectives,” Arts Education Policy Review 116, no. 4 (2015): 165.
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meaningful inquiries of educators.43 In response to the initial hypotheses, portions of each of the
statements were proven as valid, with the following elements not being entirely supported by a
significant percentage of the participants.
Significance of the Research
The importance of this research study is exemplified in the responses and data shown.
The primary objective of this study was to gain a better understanding of administrators’
perspectives in music classroom evaluation using the T-TESS model. While many administrators
readily admitted their lack of knowledge of music education content, they also demonstrated
through their responses that classroom management and student engagement are primary
elements of their evaluation that music educators should consider. This is supported by Edgar’s
research which found that the administrator participants chose to prioritize classroom
management and student engagement over the content being taught in the classroom.44 It is with
a better understanding of administrators’ expectations and perspectives in regards to music
teacher evaluation that more meaningful discussions between educators and administrators can
take place. Understanding the motives and rationales behind what administrators value in regards
to instruction and management can better prepare both educator and administrator for the
evaluation process. It is also important to note that administrators’ views are varied depending on
campus and years of experience. Whether they have more or fewer years of evaluative

43. Robert Gardner, “Should I Stay or Should I Go? Factors that Influence the Retention, Turnover, and
Attrition of K-12 Music Teachers in the United States.” Arts Education Policy Review 111, no. 3 (April 2010): 118119.
44. Scott Edgar, “Communication of Expectations between Principals and Entry-Year Instrumental Music
Teachers: Implications for Music Teacher Assessment.” Arts Education Policy Review 113, no. 4 (2012): 143.
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experience or how they choose to communicate their expectations, administrators’ viewpoints
must be taken into consideration when conclusions regarding evaluation are discussed.
Discussion
With the given data, there are certain areas where one or more response analyses are able
to be connected. It is important to note that the areas discussed are done so through the lens of
the responses of this study. Items highlighted and mentioned are meant to improve music
educator evaluation processes but can also be applied in other Fine Art content areas. Items to be
discussed include communication, expectations, apparent evaluation process disconnect,
administrator professional development, and ways to support a music educator.
Communication
It is important to understand that effective communication is essential for a productive
evaluation process. Ineffective communication between administrator and educator can be the
root of a wide range of preventable problems. With the responses given, a connection between
communication and other negative impacts highlighted in the data is important to note. How
administrators prioritize music education classrooms in relation to communication can be
considered as relational. Relationships between prioritization, instructional coaching, educator
push-back, and administrative radar are applicable to this rationale. The concern is that a
significant amount of administrators admitted to practices that negatively impact music educators
while claiming the presence of effective communication.
Expectations
Another area that is necessary to discuss is the range of expectations that was provided in
administrator responses. While the majority of administrators held to management and
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engagement as the primary expectation of music educator effectiveness, it is clear that these
expectations are not uniformly implemented in music classrooms. The majority of administrators
admitted to not calibrating in music classrooms. This can be related to the number of
administrators who view music educators as more difficult to appraise as well as the number of
administrators who see discrepancies in appraisal ratings. With the data in mind, it is important
to recognize the inconsistencies in administrator expectations and work to implement a more
uniform system.
Evaluation Process Disconnect
A separate issue would be to address the apparent disconnect between administrator
evaluation practices. With a large portion of administrators admitting to not seeking out experts
in the field as resources and not having pedagogical experience in music education, it is vital to
bridge the gap. The need for more music educators to become administrators or for current
administrators to seek additional support in the form of veteran appraisers is crucial for the
success of both administrator and educator. While it is unrealistic to demand all administrators to
gain experience in every teaching field, it can be more attainable a goal for administrators to find
and consult with experts in the field.
Building off of this concept, it would be beneficial for some campuses to employ a hybrid
model of evaluation. What is meant by this statement is to have multiple appraisers available,
one administrator and one content expert, to conduct evaluations of educators. The requirements
to become a T-TESS appraiser do not require an administrative license—only that appraisal
becomes part of the job description. Bringing the best of both administrator and content expert to
an evaluation would lead to more meaningful evaluations and educator growth.
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Professional Development Opportunities
This gap can also be addressed by implementing more meaningful professional
development for administrators who wish to seek more guidance when entering and evaluating
music classrooms. One recommendation would be for administrators to attend the annual Texas
Music Educator Association Conference. This conference contains several informative and
applicable resources and training for any who attend. By attending this conference, an
administrator would be able to gain a more meaningful context in music education classrooms. It
may not be reasonable for an administrator to attend this conference due to other restrictions.
This is why specialized professional development and resources should be available to
administrators regardless of location or time.
One such topic that may be instrumental in administrator development would be to have
content experts explain how each domain and dimension of the T-TESS model can be applied in
a music classroom. By providing examples of how certain aspects of the T-TESS model in a
music classroom, while abstract, can be applicable, administrators’ can gain a stronger
understanding of what a music educator needs to grow. Rather than trying to interpret certain
practices or lessons, an administrator would be able to consult with an expert during the rating
process so as to ensure the applicability of the rating. Much of what can be misinterpreted is due
to a lack of communication or ignorance of the subject.
The second topic recommended would be to provide professional development on how to
best support music educators. Given the current data, it is apparent that less attention is given to
music educators when compared to non-music educators. This could be due to administrators not
knowing how to help and consequently neglecting the music educators on their campus. By
preemptively addressing key issues, administrator effectiveness for music educators stands to
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gain overwhelming advantages. This is rooted in the concept of learning to ask the right
questions.
Ways to Support Music Educators Instructionally
It is the firm belief of the researcher that the T-TESS model is able to be used effectively
to improve music educator effectiveness. The variable in this equation is the mindset and
viewpoint of the appraiser. Entering into a music classroom with the mindset of making the
document or tool work for the benefit of the educator is key to a growth mindset platform. Rather
than neglect an educator’s SLO, GSPD, or other instructional goals until they are necessary to
address is not conducive to a healthy administrator-educator coaching relationship. The need for
active follow-through is a necessary action that all administrators should employ regardless of
teacher or content.
Limitations
Concerning the parameters of this research study. Some unavoidable limitations must be
identified and discussed. This is to better illustrate the impact and viability of the study. These
limitations were also directly related to the results discussed in the previous chapter.
The administrators who were able to respond did so of their own free will. Due to
constraints of time or previous responsibilities, several potential candidates were not able to
participate, which could have altered the results of the participant group. It is also important to
note that many of the participants who were able to eventually participate in the interviews had
to reschedule several times before responsibilities would allow for an uninterrupted block of time
sufficient for the interview to take place.
Concerning the context of the participants, a wide and equal variety in regards to years of
service and campus experience were able to be achieved. Finding more participants who had
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experience as music educators was a difficult task resulting in only one participant meeting this
standard. The results would have been greatly impacted if more participants had experience as
music educators prior to administrative promotion. Similar claims can be stated if administrators
with content expertise outside the subjects listed in the results found in Fig. 2.
A final limitation is the pool of participants being concentrated in a mostly singular
region of the state. Had more administrators volunteered from various regions of the state of
Texas, the results would have been impacted. This could also be said for administrators of
smaller schools such as 1A. The same can be stated for middle school administrators whose
campuses also contained either smaller or larger campuses; they may have included 9th-grade
students. Neither of these administrators’ perspectives was represented in the study.
Recommendations for Future Research
After concluding this research study, there are points of recommendation from the
researcher that are appropriate. These recommendations are in relation to the topic, but various
aspects, if changed, may prove a viable study by further research. It is important to note that
these recommendations are made solely by the researcher. The following is a list of potential
areas of research concerning the results of this study.
Further research into administrators’ perspectives is certainly a viable option. Areas that
may prove viable subjects are the additional requirement for administrators to have experience as
music educators. Another area that may prove impactful is determining administrator perspective
of evaluation in a Fine Art content other than music. It may also be beneficial to determine
administrators’ perspectives concerning the evaluation of other campus staff whose sole
responsibility is not the instruction of students or who are not employed as educators.
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Another possible topic would be to find Texas school districts that do not use T-TESS as
their evaluation tool and research the rationale and motivation behind their educator evaluation
practices. Administrator and educator viewpoints would be worthy topics to research and
discuss. It may also prove viable to investigate the rationale for why entire districts choose not to
employ the T-TESS tool entirely. This could warrant research in comparing the chosen
evaluation tool with the T-TESS model.
Chapter Summary
This chapter highlighted and discussed major topics gained from the results. Connections
to previous literature and implications as to possible ramifications were also apparent.
Understanding that the T-TESS model is a tool to enhance the amount of support an
administrator is able to provide is crucial to the growth mindset of all parties involved. The TTESS model is able to be an effective form of music teacher evaluation if used with the correct
mindset. All administrators have the capability to use this tool effectively if proper preparation
and perspective are employed. It is important to note that there is no single element that impacts
administrators’ perspectives but rather a combination of components that shape and determine
their expectations and practices. Future opportunities are able to be implemented both for
development and further research. A greater understanding of what is needed to better support
Texas administrators in music classrooms and evaluative scenarios is sorely needed. The purpose
of this study was to determine what training administrators received to help prepare them for
evaluating music educators, as well as determining administrators’ perspectives in regards to
using the T-TESS model in the evaluation of music educators. It is the researcher’s
understanding that these two objectives were met and are supported by the results and data

99
provided. In regards to answering the hypotheses, it is clear that in some regards, administrators
are underprepared when entering music classrooms.
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APPENDIX A

The items included in this appendix are tables of information that pertain to the
research study. Each of the tables is referenced in the main chapters of this document. The tables
are designed for ease of information delivery. Each table is labeled accordingly.
Table 1: Interview dates, times, and settings.
Date

Time

Setting

Administrator 1

September 9, 2021

4:00 PM CST

Digital

Administrator 2

October 13, 2021

4:30 PM CST

In-Person

Administrator 3

October 14, 2021

8:00 AM CST

Digital

Administrator 4

October 15, 2021

7:00 AM CST

Digital

Administrator 5

October 19, 2021

4:30 PM CST

In-Person

Administrator 6

October 19, 2021

5:30 PM CST

In-Person

Administrator 7

October 21, 2021

8:00 AM CST

Digital

Administrator 8

October 21, 2021

5:00 PM CST

Digital

Administrator 9

October 26, 2021

4:00 PM CST

Digital

Administrator 10

October 28, 2021

1:00 PM CST

Digital

Administrator 11

November 2, 2021

7:00 AM CST

In-Person

Administrator 12

November 8, 2021

4:00 PM CST

In-Person

Administrator 13

November 10, 2021

4:15 PM CST

In-Person

Administrator 14

November 12, 2021

4:15 PM CST

In-Person

Administrator 15

November 17, 2021

8:00 AM CST

In-Person
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Table 2: Interview questions
Interview Questions
1) How long have you been an administrator with teacher appraisal
responsibilities?
2) Before entering administration, what was your content area of expertise?
3) Before entering administration, how many years did you teach?
4) What grade level educators do you have experience evaluating? (EL, MS/JH,
HS)
5) What musical programs are/were offered at your campus(es)?
6) How many music educators were assigned to your campus(es)?
7) What was the full-time equivalency (FTE) of the music educators on your
campus? (i.e., Were they responsible for music education on multiple
campuses, cross-over, etc.?)
8) What is the average teaching load for your music educators?
9) Outside of music, what other responsibilities are assigned to your music
educators? (e.g., Lunch duty, recess duty)
10) How long have your music educators taught at your school? Total Career?
(Estimate if you are unsure.)
11) How long do/did music educators remain on your campus?
12) In what ESC region of Texas is/was your campus where you evaluated located?
13) What is/was the classification of the schools at which you were an appraiser?
(e.g., 3A; CC)
14) Was your campus considered title 1?
15) Does your administration team perform announced, unannounced, or a
combination of both for formal observations regularly with all educators on
your campus? Explain.
16) Prior to entering administration, did you have any instructional experience as a
music educator?
17) Rate your confidence in pedagogical knowledge of music.
18) Can you read music?
19) List your previous music experience (e.g., elementary choir, elementary band,
elementary orchestra, middle school choir, middle school band, middle school
orchestra, high school choir, high school band, high school orchestra, college
choir, college band, college orchestra).
20) If you took music classes in college, how many semester credits did you take?
21) If you were involved in music outside of academia, what were you involved
with and for how long?
22) Do you enjoy music?
23) What do you wish you knew more about in regard to music?
24) What are your expectations as an administrator when entering a music
classroom?
25) Are these expectations similar/different from other classrooms? Explain.
26) What professional development or trainings did you receive or attend that you
believe helped prepare you to evaluate the music educators on your campus?
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27) Have you ever asked a veteran appraiser for guidance in appraising music
educators?
28) If you are/were part of an appraisal team, did you ever use a music educator’s
instruction to calibrate?
29) What other evaluation models do you have experience using? (Examples:
PDAS, TAS, I’m in a district of innovation or charter school where we have
devised our own system of teacher appraising.)
30) In comparison to T-TESS, which evaluation model is most effective in
appraising music educators? Why?
31) How many walk-through observations do you conduct per teacher before a PreConference?
32) How many walk-through observations do you complete between PreConference and a Formal Observation?
33) When conducting your evaluations, do you feel that music educators are harder
or easier to evaluate than non-music educators? Explain.
34) Describe your relationship with your music educator(s).
35) Do you practice instructional coaching with your music educators? If yes, what
does this look like?
36) Do you feel communication between yourself and your music educator is
effective both ways?
37) What is the most important element when evaluating your music educators?
38) What do you think is your music educators’ biggest challenge?
39) What do you wish music educators knew about your perspective as an
appraiser?
40) Given your current circumstances as an evaluator, do you feel confident
evaluating in musical content areas? Why?
41) Are contest/festival scores considered during a music educator’s evaluation? If
so, to what extent?
42) Have you ever experienced push-back from your music educators over an
appraisal rating (e.g., They received a lower score than they believed they
deserved)? If yes, please explain.
43) Have you had conflict with your music educators because of your appraisal
process? If yes, please explain.
44) Where is your music educator on your administrative radar?
45) What impact does your music educator have on your school’s relationship with
the community?
46) In relation to your STAAR-tested content teachers, how do you prioritize your
music educators’ appraisal?
47) How would you rate the effectiveness of the T-TESS model in correlation to
music educator effectiveness?
48) Do you see discrepancies in T-TESS appraisal results between music educators’
and STAAR-tested content educators?
49) What would you say is a key element for music educators to understand about
the T-TESS evaluation process?
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Table 3: Texas middle school classifications
Student Enrollment

7th, 8th, & 9th Grade Students

7th & 8th Grade Students Only

0-249 Students

B

C

250-649 Students

BB

CC

650+ Students

BBB

CCC

Table 4: Texas high school classifications
Student Enrollment

Classification

0-104 Students

1A

105-229 Students

2A

230-514 Students

3A

515-1229 Students

4A

1230-2219 Students

5A

2220+ Students

6A
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APPENDIX B
The following section contains the IRB approval documentation secured by the
researcher. All requirements were met and adhered to in accordance to the approval. The
researcher was able to obtain IRB approval before any interviews or recruitment documents were
scheduled. Approval was obtained on September 10, 2021.

[External] IRB-FY21-22-67 - Initial: Initial - Exempt do-notreply@cayuse.com <do-not-reply@cayuse.com>
Fri 9/10/2021 9:01 AM
To: Newman, Jerry Leonard (Dept. of Music and Worship) <jlnewman@liberty.edu>; Kennedy, Thomas Carl
<tckennedy@liberty.edu>

[ EXTERNAL EMAIL: Do not click any links or open attachments unless you know the sender
and trust the content. ]

September 10, 2021
Thomas Kennedy
Jerry Newman
Re: IRB Exemption - IRB-FY21-22-67 Texas Administrators’ Perspective of Music Educators in
Classroom Evaluations in Regards to T-TESS
Dear Thomas Kennedy, Jerry Newman,
The Liberty University Institutional Review Board (IRB) has reviewed your application in
accordance with the Office for Human Research Protections (OHRP) and Food and Drug
Administration (FDA) regulations and finds your study to be exempt from further IRB review.
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This means you may begin your research with the data safeguarding methods mentioned in your
approved application, and no further IRB oversight is required.
Your study falls under the following exemption category, which identifies specific situations in
which human participants research is exempt from the policy set forth in 45 CFR 46:104(d):
Category 2.(iii). Research that only includes interactions involving educational tests (cognitive,
diagnostic, aptitude, achievement), survey procedures, interview procedures, or observation of
public behavior (including visual or auditory recording) if at least one of the following criteria is
met: The information obtained is recorded by the investigator in such a manner that the identity
of the human subjects can readily be ascertained, directly or through identifiers linked to the
subjects, and an IRB conducts a limited IRB review to make the determination required by
§46.111(a)(7).
Your stamped consent form(s) and final versions of your study documents can be
found under the Attachments tab within the Submission Details section of your
study on Cayuse IRB. Your stamped consent form(s) should be copied and used to gain the
consent of your research participants. If you plan to provide your consent information
electronically, the contents of the attached consent document(s) should be made available
without alteration.
Please note that this exemption only applies to your current research application, and any
modifications to your protocol must be reported to the Liberty University IRB for verification of
continued exemption status. You may report these changes by completing a modification
submission through your Cayuse IRB account.
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If you have any questions about this exemption or need assistance in determining whether
possible modifications to your protocol would change your exemption status, please email us at
irb@liberty.edu.
Sincerely,
G. Michele Baker, MA, CIP
Administrative Chair of Institutional Research
Research Ethics Office

